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person who, with or without any horse or other
beast, etc.

No reference is made to motor cars, and 1
told my poople that was so. Horse-drawn
vehieles are not employed by fravellers in
the city, and the clause would, therefore, not
apply to them. [ think it is & mistake that
no reference is made in the Bill to motor
ears,

car constitutes a shop‘?

Hon. J. M, MACFARLANE: No. I hope
Mr. Drew ecan sec his way to baving the
Bill amended to deal with the back country
hawker separately from the hawker doing
business in the metropolitan area. I am in
duty hound to protect these workers in the
metropolitan area so that they may not lose
their occupations at a time when work is so
hard to get.

On motion by Hon. H, Tuckey, debate

adjourned.

House adjourned at 10.20 p.m.
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The SPEAKER tocok the Chair at 4.30

P, and read prayers.

QUESTIONS (2)—NATIVE ADMINIS-
TRATION ACT,
Sister Kate’s Home, Classing Inmates.
My, NULSEN asked the Minister repre-
senfing the Chief Secretary: 1, Have the
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children in Sister Kate's Home been ordered
by a magistrate to be classed under the
Native Administration Aet? 2, If so, who
was the magistrate that so ordered? 3, Were
the relatives of the children given the oppor-
tunity to appear?
The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE

plied: 1. No. 2, Answered by No, 1. 3,
Answered by Nu, 1.

1¢=

Remuneration of Nulives and Half-custes.

Hon. P. . FERGUSOX asked the Min-
ister representing the Chief Becvefary: 1,
What remuneration is paid to natives and
half-eastes af the Moore River Native Set-
tlement engaged in the oeeupations of—(a)
woodearting, (b} kangaroo hunting, (¢)
farm work, and (d} other occupations for
and on behalf of the =cttlement! 2, What
remunceraiton is paid to natives and halt-
castes for similar work at the Mount Mar-
uaret Mission?

The MINISTER IFOQR JUSTICE ve-
plied: 1, Tn addition to food, ¢lothes, boots,
bedding, housing, medical and hospital at-
tention and other veguirements, pocket
money up to 10z monthly.  Able-bodied
adult natives are not compelled nor encour-
aged to rvemain at Moore River Settlement
unless ecommitted under Section 12 of the
Native Administration Aet, 2, This inlarma-
tion is not known to the department.

QUESTION—RAILWAYS,
Chief Mechanical Engineer's Accrued Leare.

Mr. STYANTS asked the Minister for
Railways: 1, What is the total period of
holiday leave due to the Chief Mechameal
Engineer, Mr. Broadfoot? 2, What period
of leave is due to him under the respective
headings of—(a) accumulated, current, and
pro rata lony sevviee, (b} accumulated and
current annual leave! 3, When did he last
clear all leave due to him?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS ve-
plied: 1, Sce answer to No. 2. 2, (a) 9
months aecumulated and 56 davs pro rata;
{b} 132 dayxs accumulated and 12 days
current. 3, Portions of leave have been
cleared periodically but for some consider-
able time 1t has been more convenient to the
department te allow a certain amount of
leave to accumulate.
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QUESTION—POULTRY FARMERS,
Losses by Theft,

Mr. SAMPSON asked the Minister repre-
senting the Minister for Police: As poultry
farmers in the outer suburban and metropo-
litan areas are ogain suffering freguent
losses on account of thieves operating in the
poultry yards, will he—(a) arrange for the
Traflic Police to operate throughout the
night, and (b) to inguire specislly into the
eircumstances of any vehiele carrying poultry
after dark, and, (c¢), as an konest man would
probably raise no objeetion, investigate the
source of supply of notorious price-cutters?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
rephied: {(a), (b}, (¢) Only one complaint
of poultry stealing in outer suburban areas
has been received this year, and the metro-
politan areas are covered by the poliee
patrol.

QUESTION—WATER SUPPLY.
Work at Brunswick.

Miss HOLMAN asked the Minister for
Works: 1, How far has the work in connec-
tion with the Brunswick water supply pro-
gressed? 2, When is it expeeted that this
work will be completed?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied:
1, Reservoir basin and weir site have been
cleared; foundations for weir in progress;
four miles of pipe trench exeavated; pipes
are beine distributed. 2, Ahout four menths.

QUESTION—ROAD CONSTRUCTION.
Harvey or Wokalup to Collie.

Miss HOLMAN asked the Minister for
Works: 1, Has he considered the request
made that a road be constructed from Har-
vey or Wokalup via Mornington Mill to
Collie? 2, If not, will he give immediate
consideration to the request?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied:
1. Yes: financial considerations preclude
the work being undertaken at present, but
the most favourable consideration possible
will be given when next year's road pro-
gramme is being prepared. 2, Answered by
No. 1.

QUESTION—INCOME TAX ASSESS.
MENT ACT AMENDMENT BILL,

As to Speaker’s Ruling.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : May I ask whether
vou, Mr. Speaker, are prepared to give your
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decision upon the point of order raised the
other evening with regard to the Income Tax
Assessment Aet Amendment Bill?

Mr, SPEAKER: I am prepared to give

. my ruling when the question is raised. The

point was mentioned and I was not in a
position on the spur of the moment to give
my ruling. I sugzested the matter should be
postponed to eunable me to look into it. Im
the meantime I have done so, and when the
Order of the Day is called on, I shall give
my decision.

BILL—BOOKMAKERS.

Introduced hy the Minister for Agricul-
ture and read a first time.

BILL—COMPANIES ACT
AMENDMENT,

Read a third time and transmitted to the
Couneil.

BILL—QUALIFICATION OF ELECTORS
(LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL).

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 25th October.

MR. DOUST (Nelson) [4.39]: I intend
to support the sceond reading of the Bill,
although in some respects I regard it as un-
satisfactory and hope that we shall have an
opportunity to secure some amendments
when we consider it in Committee. No pub-
lic agitation has been apparent for such
legislation, at any rate during the last three
years, hut, of course, if may be said with
equal truth that there has been no opposi-
tion displayed duving that peried to the
broadening of the Council franchise so as
to make it applicable to a greater number of
people in the State. I presnme that the
people’s acquics¢ence under present eon-
ditions is due to the fact that they realise
that to ask for what they really desire with
any lope of obtaining it is almost impos-
sible. Doubtless the Minister in introducing
the Bill seeks to meet their wishes to some
extent, hoping that the proposals he has
mare will subsequently be accepted by the
other Chamber. I am opposed to the aboli-
tion of the Upper House. I favour the bi-
canmeral system and in that respect I am en-
tirely opposed to one of the planks of the
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Labour Party’s platform. I do unot approve
of single Chamber Government, though to
have a single Chamber Government might be
preferable to having Government by two
Houses as at present constituted. To have
two Chambers—the second Chamber with a
broadened franchise and one more correctly
representing the democracy of Western Aus-
tralia—wonld be better than merely to have
a single Chamber. The Federal system of
{wo Houses of Parliament elected on the
broadest possible franchise, meets with my
catire approval. T would heartily support
the proposal for a Legislative Couneil in
Western  Musfralin - constituted on  similat
Nines: hut to strive after that at this stage
i= almost like asking for the moon.

The sceond Chamber should more ade-
quately express the wishes of the people of
Western Australia than it does at present.
Palpably that Chamber does not properly
represent the people and eannot do so for
the simple reason that it is elected hy less
fhan a third of the adult population of the
State. A good deal of dissatisfaction is
necasioned by the present system, That can
he well understood when one vealises that at
the eleetion held a few months ago some-

thing like 30,008 people veturned wmem-
hers {0 the Legislative Couneil and
were Jthus able to  over-vide  the  de-

sires of ronghly 250,000 people who elected
members to this House on an adult fran-
chise.  The present suffrage is undonbtedly
faxation without vepresentation and that
svslem is abselntely foreign to the principles
of Briiish justiee. 1 strongly support the
new clause that proposes to give a vote fo
householders living in a substantial strue-
ture. T am, however, somewhat disappointed
with the definition at the end of the clause,
which T eomsider rather vague, indefimite
and altogether undetermined.  Tn my elec-
tovate are zeveral hundred married people
living in four to six-roomed houses.  They
are paying from d4s. to 6s. a week for those
residences.  Many of them have been in
occupation for anything up to 20 years, and
they have reaved familics in those homes.
Tn many jnstances children of the third gen-
eration are living there. Those people are
eenuinely attached to Western Australia
and they have just as mueh right to vote as
anyhody else in the State. They are, how-
ever, debarred from voting. On the other
hand. when there is an Arbitration Court
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epse to consider ihe wages of the men liv-
ing in those buildings, the low vent is used
to veduce ithe marginal wages allowed for
zkili, The reduetion thus obfained wmore
than offsets the rent paid for the residences.
Again, thore are married eouples on farms
who are occupying dwellings and of those
there iz a considerable number throughout
Western Australin. 1 feel safe in saying
that they would outnumher those eccupying
dwellings in the il centres.

Surely it eannot he contended thar the
people who are spending a lifetime on farms
working for someone else are not entitled to
a vote for the Upper House? We know that
when the amonnf of wages to be paid is dis-
cussed, at least 10s. a week is dedueted from
the amount decided upon, that amount rep-
resenting the vilne of the honse occupied.
T claim that those people are justly entitled
o a vote for the Upper Honse although they
are not actually paying in eash any rent for
the homes they ocenpy. Tn some eases they
may pay rent, but in the majority of cases
thex do not. The farm lahourers are defi-
nifely incorporated in the life of this State.
They rvejoice with the farmers in times of
prosperity and sympathise with them in
days of adversity, and they are justly #n-
titled to vote for the Upper House of this
State.  Generally speaking., they are not
adherents of the Labour Party. Tt wounld
he correct to say that the mill employees are
definitely supporters of the Labhonr Party,
but with just as much reasen conld the claim
be advanced that employees of farmer= ave
definifely supporfers of another party. T
hope that the franchise for cleetors of
the Tegislafive Couneil will he hroadened
even more than is proposed by Clause 1 of
the Bill, and during the Committee stame T
ntend fo move three new paragraphs after
sub-paragraph  (iv) of paragraph (b1 of
proposed new Seetion 13, Pavagraph (v
wonld then vead, “was a memher of the Auns-
tralian Tmperial Forces and szerved in the
army overseas.” Paragraph (vi) would read.
“the widow of a member of the ATF.” and
paragvaph (vii) would read, “the wife of an
person qualified for enfranchisement uniler
any of the preceding pavagraphs?” It can-
not be denied that those who were prepared
to wive their lifeblood in the defence of their
country are justified in demanding a vote
for both Honses of the Parliament of this
State.  Seeing that they were ready to give
everything for their country. they should
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reeeive this privilege. Is it contended that
the ownership of a vacant block worth £50
is of more importance than the life of the
man who volunteers to defend his property?
I claim that it cannot be so. Lovalty to
King and country are surely of greater value
than is a town block worth £50, We wonld
only be giving returned soldiers hare justice
if we allowed them to vote for the Upper
House. Arguments against such a proposal
are ridieulous, and eannot in any eireum-
stances be justified. The widows of men
who gave their lives for their counfry in
the Great War are also entitled to the
same franchise. 1 hope members of the
Chamber will favourably consider my sug-
gested amendments so that for the future
these sections of the community may have
a vote for another place.

With regard to married women having a
vote, this coneession applies only when hus-
bands of such women are themselves entitled
to a vote under the preceding clauses of the
Bili. Tt may be argued that this will in-
flate the rolls without altering the repre-
sentation in the Legislative Council. Pos-
sibly, or even probably, that will be so, but
it is no reason why married women should
not he given a vote. Some people may elaim
that the married women of one party will
cancel out the votes of married women be-
longing to another party. That may be so,
but is that any reason why they shonld net
be given a vote? 1 feel certain the exten-
sion of the franchise in this direction would
inerease the security for members of another
place when they are representing strictly
agricultural provinees, but wonld make no
alteration in the metropolitan or goldfields
provinces. The extension of the franchise
would also inerease the enrolment from
about 86,000 to 150,000. Members would
also be more satisfied when they realised
thexy were representing in the aggregate
150,000 people, compared with their present
representation of less than 87,000 people.
We know that the rolls are stuffed to the
extent of at least 10 per cent, by the names
of persons who have sold their properiies
and are no longer entitled to the franchise.
It would be better for members of another
place if they did represent a greater number
of electors, although that might make no
difference to the composition of the variouns
parties in that Chamber.

Any woman who is engaged in the duiy
of rearing a family is also entitled to a vote
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for another place, and to have a share in
the making of the laws and the good govern-
ment of the eountry in which she resides.
Many people believe in the principle of
equal rights and equal pay for both sexes.
Whilst I am not eommitting myself as to the
second question, I support the idea of equal
rights for both sexes in the matier of tle
franchise. Married women are justified in
asking for equal voting powers with their
menfolk.  Surely the Legislative Couneil is
not go sacrosanct that it would be defiled or
confaminated by the votes of the mothers
of the hoys and girls of Western Australia.
I hope another place will agree to remove
this reproach, this stigma, attached to its
members, who represent only a monopolistic
landed-property class, and will allow a fair
expression of the wili and wishes of the
prople of the State.

I doubt whether the Bill will permit of
amendments being made to provide for 2om-
pulsory enrclment and compulsory voting
for another place, although I think both are
very necessary. Whilst T do not want any-
one to think I am in favour of compulsory
voting—far from it—I suggest it as a means
of making the voting for the two Housks
comparable with the conditions of election
for each Chamber. I see no justice in eom-
pelling peeple to vote for members of the
Legislative Assembly whilst we have another
law for the indolent voter of the other
Chamber. Difficulty may be found in 2n-
foreing the enrolment of electors For the
Legislative Couneil, but there should be no
diffieulty in compelling them to vote at each
election. If this were done, I am sure the
present old and out of date rolls would he
eleansed by the exelusion of many names
that now appear upon them—not fewer than
10 per cent.—of persons who are ineligible
to record a vote. I hope members will give
sympathetic consideration to my proposals.
These will not alter the representation in
another place, but will greatly enhance the
standing of that Chamber. The proposals
would also satisfy a great many people who
wish to have a vote for another place, and,
I elaim, are justly entitled to it. I support
the second reading.

Question put.

Mr. SPEAKER : As the Bill must be car-
ried by an absolute majority, I shall divide
the House.
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Division resulted as follows:—

Ayes . .. .. 26
Noes . ' . .. 18
Majority for .. .. 8
ATRS.
Ar. Collier AMr. Nulsen
sr, Coverley Mr. Panton
sr, Croas Mr. Raphael
Mr, Doust Mr. Rodoreda
My, Fox Mr. Slseman
Mr. Hawee Me. . €. L, Smith
Mr. Hegney Mr. Styants
Miss Holmen Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Lambert Mr. Troy
Mr. Leahy Mr, Willeock
Mr. Marshall Mr. Wige
Mr, Millington Mr. Withers
Mr. Needham Mr, Wilcon
{Teller.}
Noxs.
Mr. Boyle My, Sampson
Mrs. Cardell-Oliver Mr. Seward
Mr. Ferguson Mr. Shearn
Mr. Hill Mr, Thorn
Mr. Esenan Mr. Warner
Mr. Latham AMfr. Watts
We. McLarty Mr. Welsh
Mr. North Mr. Willmott
Mr Patrick Mr. Doney
(Taller.)

Mr. SPEAKER: T declare the question
carried by an absolute majority of the
House.

Question thus passed.

Bill read a seeond time.

In Commiltee.

Bill passed through Commitice without de-
bate, reported without amendment and the
repori adopted.

Standing Orders Suspension.
On motion by the Premier, resolved :

That so mueh of the Standing Orders be
suspended ag is necessary to enuble the Bill to
be passed through its third reading stage af
this sitting.

Third Reading.

THE PREMIER (Hon. J. C. Willcock—
Geraldton) [5.13]: T move—

That the Bill be now read a third time,

Question put,

Mr. SPEAKER : As the Bill must be eax-
ried by an absolute majority, I shall divide
the House.

Division resulted as follows:—-
Aves .-
Noes .. ..

|l ol &8

Majority for .. ..
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' . AYna,
Mr. Qollier Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Coverley Mr. Panton
Mr, Cross Mr. Raphael
Mr, Doust Mr. Rodoreds
Mr. Fox Mr, Sleeman
Mr. Rawke Mr. F. Q. L. Smilh
Mr. Hegney Mr. Styants
Miszs Holman Mr. Tonkin
Myr. Lambare Me. Troy
Mr. Leahy Mr. Willeock
Mr. Marshall Mr. Wise
Mr. Mlllington Mr. Withers
Alr, Needham Mr. Wilson

{Teller,)

Noks.

Mr. Borle

Mr. Sampaon
Mrs. Cardell.Qliver

Mr. Seward

Mr. Fergusoen Mr. Shearn

Me. Hill Mr. Thorn

My, Keanan Mr. Worper

Mr, Latham Mr, Watts

Mr. McLarty Mr. Welsh

Mpr, North Mr., Willmott

Me, Patrick AMr. Doney

(Taller.)

Mer. SPEAKER: I declare the question

carried by an
House.

Question thus passzed.

Bill read a third tine and transmitted fo
the Council.

absolute majority of fthe

BILL—PARLIAMENTARY DISQUALI-
FICATIONS (DECLARATION
OF LAW).

Second Reading.

Debate resnmed from the 6th October.

THE MINISTER FOR JUSTICE (Hon.
F. C. L. Smitb—Brownhill-Ivanhoe—in re-
pl¥) [531]: The desire of the Government
with regard to this measure is to do the
right thing and to approaeh the question
with a rveasonable coneeption of that sense
of responsibility and integrity that usually
characterises members of TParliament: and
with the knowledge, loo, that eorrupt prae-
tices ean be propevly dealt with by Parlia-
ment, whether there be any contract, or see-
tions in the Constitution dealing with them.
[ do not know that I should endeavour to
argue the legal position at length beeause of
the differences of opinion fthat exist as to
how the particular section should be con-
strued. Tn my opinion there have been no
legitimate objections raised against the pro-
visions of the Bill. The first objection of
the memher for West Perth was that See-
tion 32 of the Coustitution Act was different
from Section 1 of the English Aet of 1782,
inasmuch as it wos divided into parts. T
submit that section is not divided; it iz not
even divided into numbered paragraphs.
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The section is a complete whole, and any
indenting there may be in the section itself
as it is to be found in the volome of the
statutes is merely the outecome of develop-
ment in the printer’s art, and has no bear-
ing whatever on the meaning to he placed
on the words contained in the section. The
mentber for West Perth made the extra-
ordinary suggestion that Sir Stafford Cripps,
who was Solicitor General in the British
House of Commons when the declaratory
Aet tn connection with this particular sec-
tion was brought down in that House, was
ruled by his heart rather than by his head.
It seems to me that the hon. membher, as a
member of the legal profession, in making
that statement definitely lowered the standard
of his eontribution to the debate upon the
measure. The most significant part of Sir
Stafford Cripps’s statement was that he had
reviewed all the Acts, and all opinions upen
them, and all cases deeided under them, and
that in his opinion the interpretation placed
upon the section by the deelaratory measure
was the correet one. In making that state-
ment Sir Stafford Cripps indicated that
differences of opinion existed among eminent
authorities on the question of how the sec-
tion should be construed. So the member
for West Perth, whilst submitting that Sir
Stafiord Cripps bad been ruled by his heart
rather than by his head, suggested inferen-
tially that all constitutional authorities who
agreed with Sir Stafford Cripps were like-
wise ruled by their hearts rather than by
their heads. With all due deference to the
member for West Perth, and having regard
to all the circumstanees, I consider that at
least in that section of his speach he adopted
a most pedantic attitude. If all the anthori-
ties were in agreement, it might be argumed
that Parliament had no right to disagree;
hut where there is snch extreme disagreement
as is generally admitted, the meaning must
he doubtful and therefore should be clarified.
The British House of Commons and its
members in 1931 recognised that necessity.
The English Declaratory Bill was brought
down, as I pointed ont in my second reading
speech, and was passed not only by the
House of Commons but also hy the House
of Lords, and passed by both Houses in ex-
traordinarily quick time, The membership
of the House of Lords comprises the mem-
hers of the Judicial Committee of the Privy
Counneil, which is the highest legal tribunal
jn the British Empire.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. C. G. Latham: Were those members
of the Judieal Committee of the Privy Coun-
eil in their seats when the Bill was passed,
though?

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I am
rather pleased that the hon. member asked
that question, because Viscount Hailsham,
whe had charge of the Bill in the House of
Lords, is himself a member of the Judicial
Committee of the Privy Council, the deei-
sions of which body are rccognised in all
parts of the world.

Hon. C. G. Latham: Not in all parts of the
world.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: The
authority of that bedy is recognised in ull
parts of the world. As decisions upon
British law, its decisions are recognised as
authoritative in all parts of the world, if I
have to be explicit. Anyvhow, I point out
that we have Sir Stafford Cripps, an eminent
legal authority, in charge of the Bill in the
House of Commeons, and Viscount Hailsham,
an eminent legal authority and a member
of the Judicial Committee of the Privy
Couneil, in eharge of the Bill in the House
of Lords; and both Chambers passed the Bill
without any objection being raised. This is
not an easy matter to think out and endea-
vour to deal with in the right and proper
way. If the hon. member thinks differentlv
from me, or differently from legal authori-
ties sueh as Viscount Hailsham and Sir
Stafford Cripps on the subject, I have the
move confidence in asking the House to agree
to the Bill.

Another point to be considered is that the
member for West Perth is a member of the
legal fraternity, and that as such he would
be inclined to have the House put upon the
section a strietly legal interpretation, all
the more as such an interpretation wonld he
strictly in aeeordance with the wording of
the seetion rather than with the intention of
Parliament in enacting it. But Parliament
is not similarly restricted. On innumerable
oceasions courts of law have been compelled,
becanse of their sttitnde towards interprets-
tion of laws, to reject the real intention of
Parliament on account of some ambiguity
existing in a section of an Act or on aceount
of some fault of draftsmanship. But Par-
liament has the right to say, through a de-
claratory Aet, what in its opinion was the
intention of Parliament when passing the
particular legislation being considered under
a declaratory measure. So there is that
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difference between a sirictly legal interpre-
tation by some judieial body and the com-
monsense interpretation that Parliament is
able to put upon a section of some Aet which
is the subject of a declaratory Bill

‘The zecond objection raised by the mem-
ber for West Perth was that there is a
differrnce between the British Aet and the
Western Australian Aet, hecause the cirecum-
stances of the two countries and their Gov-
ernments differ. By inference the hon.
member  suggested that the eomparisen
should he made now, whereas the true con-
parison—if therve is any occasion to make a
comparison at all—is between England in
1301, when this particular section was last
included in an English Act of Parliament,
and Western Australin in 1880, when
the section first became part of our Con-
stitution. The question of the differences
existing hetween the respeetive Governments
is not material to the issne. The question is
not one of the extent of the ramifications of
the respective Governments, or one arising
out of the consideration of the extent of the
ramifications of those Governments. It is
a question of principle to be derived from
facts, and the faets disclose that there is a
similarity in the kind of activities which
both Governments carry on, though not the
extent of those activitics. Although the
member for West Perth in the carly part of
his speeck sought to lay stress apon the
‘difference existing in respect of the ramifica-
tions of the two Governments, he was ulti-
mately forced to admit that any difference
between the ramifieations of the Govern-
ments had no bearing whatever on the gues-
tion. Hon. members will readily appreciate
that it is not a question of the extent of the
activities earried on by the respective Gov-
ernments, but of the nature of those aetivi-
ties. That is the point to be considered.

The member for West Perth further sug-
gosted that there was a distinetion between
the two Aects in that the English Act of 1872
had no counterpart to Section 35 of the
Western Anstralian Act. He did not sug-
gest that therc was any material difference
between Section 32 of our Act and Section
1 of the English Act; but be did suggest that
there was a difference hecanse of Seetion 35
of onr Constitntion having some reference
to an exception from Section 32, Now,
Seetion. 32 corresponds to Section 1 of tho
English Act, and Section 34 of our Act to
Seetion 2 of the English Act, and Section 335
of our Act to Section 3 of the English Act,
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exeept that our Act goes further and ex-
etapts from the provisions of Seetion 32
contracts or agreements in respeet of the
sale or occupation of Crown lands. Seetion
36 of our Act corresponds to Section 6 of
the English Act. Hon. memhers will clearly
sec from which source those scetions in our
Constitution have come. DBut the conten-
tion of the member for West Perth on the
point was, shortly, that as Section 35 of our
Act specifically excepts contracts relating fo
land, and as therc is no such exception in
the English Act, a material difference exists
between Sections 32 of our Act and Section
1 of the English Aet. The hon. member sub-
mitted that Scetion 35 of our Act construes
Section 32 of our Aet to apply to all con-
tracts of any sort. That is the proposition
the hon. member put up here. Beeause there
was an exception in Section 35 relating to
Scetion 32, it was to be construed, from the
exception, that all references to contraects in
Section 32 related to contracts of every kind
and sort. In putting that construction upon
it, having arrived at that construction by
the means which the hon. member adopted,
one can see the legal mind prevailing.
Throughout the law there are maxims and

cardinal rnles of jnterpretation. Many
members of the legal profession hecome
wedded  to  those maxims  and  rules.

Some must necessarily be wedded to maxims,
That depends entirely upon their capacity,
beeanse sometimes their eapacity is such that
they must think with other people’s minds.
Consequently, they must refer to these well-
known maxims that are supposed to guide
the lezal fraternity in the interpretation of
statute law. T heard of one of these, which
was conveyed to me in Latin. T was there-
fore unable fully to grasp its meaning,
although I gathercd that, in English, it
meant that where there is an exception, then
everything else is included. I locked up in
the Crown Law Department & work entitled
“Cardinal Rules of Interpretation” to aseer-
tain if T could find the maxim, The work
contained a chapter on maxims, but I was
unable to find this particular maxim. I did
discover, however, that the first maxim in
the chapter was that the law should not be
fettered by maxims. That was the first
maxim set out for the guidance of the legal
fraternity in interpreting statute law, If
we are o conclude from the arguments of
the member for West Perth that the excep-
tion in Seetion 35 means that Section 32 is
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to be construed to apply to all kinds of con-
tracts, then I would point out that, in the
English Act, patentecs of inventions arve
excepted. 'That exception was not copicd
inte our Act, but it is included in Section §
of the English Act. Therefore, if the hon.
member 15 Tight in his interpretation, the
House of Commons and the House of Lords
were wrong 1o passing the English deelara-
tory Aet.

Mr. McDonald interjected.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I have
already referred to the pedantie attitude
adopted by the member for West Perth in
this matter. [ have conveyed my opinion
to members that he Jowered the standard of
his contribution to the debate by suggesting
that men like Sir Stafford Cripps and Vis-
count Hailsham were ruled by their hearts
rather than by their heads on 2 matter of
such importance as this. I submit the mem-
ber for West Perth is wrong in suggesting
that the Bill is designed to alter the Con-
stitution. The Bill merely proposes to de-
clare the meaning of a provision already in
the Constitution, Although the member for
West Perth in one part of his speech con-
tended that the Bill would alier the Consti-
tution, later on—by inference—he admitted,
when he raised objections to amendments
proposed by the member for Katanning (Mr.
Watts), that it did not seek to alter the
Constitution. The member for West Perth
said-—

A declaratory Act is, of course, an Act to
declare what the real meaning of the Legis-
lature was as expressed in the parent Aet. It
is not meant to amend the parent Act; it is to
declare what the Legislature, in passing the
parent Aet, meant to say according to the
words uged in the parent Act.

T agree with that portion of the hon. mem-
ber’s specch. I disagree with that portion in
which he stated that by this Bill we were at-
tempting to alter the Constitution. Members
should note he did suggest that something on
the lines of the amendments proposed by the
nmember for Katanning should be the gmid-
ing p:'-'inciple of an amendment to the Con-
stitution, hut he disagreed with the member
for Katanning that the amendments could
be included in the present Bill. The mem-
ber for Katanning, by proposing the amend-
ments, indicated that in his opinion they
could be included in the present Bill, but
the member for West Perth disagreed. So
we have two members of the legal profession
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disagreeing, even in this House, upon a vital
measure of this kind. The member for
Katanning szid the amendments eould be in-
ciuded in the Bill; the member for West
Perth said they could not.

The statement of the member for West
Perth that action must be taken within three
munths—he was opposing the retrospective
provisions of the Bill—is of little assistance
to members who are alleged to have offended
and arve still members of the Hounse. 1 sce
no reason why the measure should not be
made retrospective, in just the same way as
the English Aet was. If it is not. then a
member borrowing money from the Agri-
cultural Bank or entering into a contract
for the supply of electric light or
electric current by the Government would
be committing a confinuing offence. Tf a
person entered into a contract with the Gov-
ernment for the supply of water, he also
would be committing a continuing offence,
heeanze, in effect, he would be holding and
epjoying a partieular contract. The mem-
ber for West Perth is well up in the legal
profession and I have profound respect for
his ability and opinions, although the other
evening I felt I would he just as entitled to
say that he was speaking with his tongue in
his cheek as he was to suggest that Sir
Stafford Cripps was ruled by his heart
rather than by his head. Only a few nights
ago, when speaking on the Bill, he accnsed
the member for Murchison of preaching to
the members of this House.

Mr. Marshall: T helieve he accused me of
being a dietator.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: As I
said, the member for West Perth adopted
a rather pedantic attitude when speaking
to the Bill. Tn view of the uncertainty that
has always prevailed about the particular
section with which he dealt and on which
he expressed his opinion in a rather fdog-
matie fashion——

Hon, C. G. Latham: That dogmatic husi-
ness of yours is very catching.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: This
partienlar seection has heen in force for 150
vems. I was surprised that the member
for West Perth aceepted, the other oven-
ing, a brief for the defence of the common
informer. The member for West Perth Aid
his hest in & very had case. He made a
weak effort to justify this class of pimp in
the community; he sought to glorify him as
& necessary evil for the proper funectioning
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of the law. I have not been many years in
Parliament, but I have been in the House
long enough to realise that members of the
legal profession in this Chamber can be just
as much a hindrance as a help. By that I
mean they are just as misled and just as
misleading as any other memher of the
House can he. 1 ean quote insiances. T feel
the hon, member was in a rather faecetiouns
mood when he indieated to the House that
I, in my capacity of Minister for Justice,
was the official informer. 1 may be as ve-
gards some formal matters associated with
my office; but since T have been in office I
have mnever informed on anyone, cither
officially or otherwise; because there iz a
provision in the Code whereby the Attorney
General may delegate that duly to some
other person,

Hon. C. G. Latham: That is just as bad.

Mr. MeDonald: Tt is worse,

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: ¥s it?

Hon. C. G. Latham: Yes.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: If
there is anything wrong in what the Min-
ister for Justice has to do in his official
capacity as an informer—as the member for
West Perth savs he is—then the hon. mem-
ber is entitled to his opinion. T have not
vet even signed an ex officio indietment. Tt
is well to know that the member for West
Perth iz on the side of the common informer.
There may not be mauy authoritics on the
subjeet of what a eommon informer is, but
I looked up the “Encevclopaedia Britanniea”
to find out the exact definition of a common
informer. T found, under the heading of
‘Informer,” the following:-—

Infermer, in the general sense, is one who
communicates information. The term is applied
to a person who prosecutes in any of the courts
of law those who Dbreak any law or penal sta-
tute. Such a person is ealled a eemmon infor-
mer when he furnishes evidence on crimjnal
trials or prosecutes for hreaches of penal laws
solely for the purpnse of obtaining the penalty
reeovered, or a share of it.

The member for West Perth  complained
that the reference in Seetion 32 to the re-
mission of moneys abroad was avchaie. 1f
archaism is to be the test upon which we
amend the Constitution, then T say this Go-
vernment will he with the hon. member in
removing everything that is archaie from the
Constitution. The provision in the section
for the prohibition of the remission of
moneys abroad is no more archaic now than
it was when it was put in the Act. There
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is no greater need for it now than
there was when it was inserted. There
was no need for it then and there is

no need for it now. We are declar-
ing the meaning of something; we are
not laying ourselves ount to alter the Consti-
tution, There might be some members hold-
ing strong opinions on the question of the
provisions that should bind members with
respeci to contracts. We are not dealing
with the question of the provisions that
should bind them. Wpe are dealing with the
question of declaring the meaning of a see-
tion that does bind them, and nothing fur-
ther. In declaring the meaning of a see-
tion we must have consideration for {he faet
that there is a reference to the prohibiting
of the remission of moneys abroad in that
section. The faet that that provision was
put in the Constitution is the absolute and
nrefutable evidence that the intention of
the framers of the Constitution in vespeet
to contract elouses was that whatever their
meuning and whatever their local appliea-
tion, they should be the same as those gov-
erning the qualifications of members to sit
in the House of Commons. There were
doubts then about the meaning of the sec-
tion. There had heen doubts about the
meaning for a  hundred years before—
doubts that have become aggravated pos-
sibly since the days when Governments have
Been more closely associated with publie ae-
tivities than they were then.  When the
English Parliament declared the meaning of
the seetion, the verv obvions thing for this
Parliameni, which had copied the English
law, to do, was o pass in the same year a
similay Aet to declare the meaning in ex-
actly the same way. If we copy a section
of an Act about which there ave doubis,
the meaning of whieh is ambiguous, and sub-
sequently those doubts are removed, the ob-
vious and logical thing for us is to do like-
wise and remove the doubts. The member
for West Perth complains of an archaie re-
ference in the Constitution, but he would
persist in maintaining a section of the Con-
stitution in a more archaie form than the
House of Commons, from which the section
came, would maintain it. So I say that not-
withstanding the efforts of the member for
West Perth and the member for Nedlands
to cloud the issue, the passing of this Bill
will mean that just as the restrietions under
the sections dealt with were identical when
adopted, they will be identical now with those
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ilnposed wpon members of the British House
of Commons. What more do we want? We
take sections from an English statute; we
place them in our Constitution; we do not
know the meaning of them when we place
them there.  Subsequently the legislature
fiom which we took them declares their
fneaning. What can be more proper or logi-
cal than to declare their meaning in exactly
the same way? The member for West
Perth and the member for Nedlands argued
that we propose to apply an English declar-
ation of the meaning of seetions of an Act
to an entirely different Act. In answer to
that, let me say that we propose to declare
the meaning of a section of our Act, which
is couched in preecisely the same terms as
is the section of the English Act, and was,
in faet, taken from the English Act, and has
brecisely the same meaning; and no Par-
liament is better fitted to declare the mean-
ing than is the House of Commons in which
the section originated.

Hon. C, G. Latham: Some of the provi-
sions of the section have no meaning to-day.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: There
‘is no weight whatever in that interjection.
What meaning did they have when they
were first put in the seetion? I take it the
hon. member is referring to the prohibi-
tion against the remission of moneys abroad.
It had no more meaning then than it has
now.

Hon. C. G. Latham: That might have
beent put in without having a meaning.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: There
are mauy things in Acts of Parliament that
have not much meaning,

Hon. C. G. Latham: Perfeetly true, and
Acts of this session.

Member: Why put in another one?

" The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I do
not know whether the hon. member appre-
ciates that we are declaring the meaning of a
gection of the Constitution, and not propos-
ing to amend it. It is contended that in
other sections of onr Aects we have made
exceptions, and that it is to be construed
that from these specific exceptions, there 1s
to be deduced the meaning that all eontracts
other than those specified were included.
That is to say, the framers of our Constitu-
tion intended that no member of Parliament
could post a letter in Western Australia in
1889, or in 1889 when the Constitution was
‘amended; he could not avail himself of &
‘public water supply; he eould not make use
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of the railway for the carriage of his goods;
he could not make use of the telegraph ser-
viee, the felephone, the savings bank, or any
other service that was publicly rendered. I
have a hetter opinion of legistators of the
Legislative Couneil in 1889 and 1899 than fo
say they intended that no member of Parlia-
ment should be permitted to avail himself of
any of those services that were publicly
rendered at the time.

I do not know whether members opposite
are aware that in 1834 an Act was passed by
the Legislative Council to establish a postal
department. An Act of 1837 provided that
the postmasters of Perth, Fremantle and
Albany should be independent officers re-
sponsible to the Colonial Secretary only. In
1841, a weckly mail was established between
York and Guildford, and a monthly mail be-
tween Perth and Albany. In the following
vear a regular mail service ‘was established
with all the settled distriets, and H.
Camfield succeeded Picking as Postmaster-
General. In 1853, A. Helmich, who had
been made permanent head of the depart-
ment ({Postmaster-General) removed the
general post office to Murray-street, but it
was taken back to the public buildings in
1857. Tn 1863, a post office savings bank
was opened, and & money order system was
established with the United Kingdom and
places within the Colony. Further exten-
sions were made in 1876. TIn June, 1869, a
private telegraph line was erected between
Perth and Fremantle. This telegraph line.
the first in the Colony, was taken over by the
Government in 1871,

Hon. C. G. Latham: What is this in reply
to?

The MINTSTER FOR JUSTICE: This is
in reply to the contention of opponents of
the measure that the framers intended that
members should not be allowed to use any
of these publie services. T am pointing out
the number of public services that were in
existence in this State nnder the control of
the Government. If the contention of the
member for West Perth is correet, no mem-
ber of Parliament could post a letter after
1889 ; no member could send a telegram after
1889. T helieve that a railway was estah-
lished before that year, and so no member
of Parlianment could despatch his zoods by
railway after 1880, if the interpretation of
the member for West Perth is correct. In
1881 we had 52 post offices, which handled
995,000 letters and 715,000 newspapers.
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Hon. C. G. Latham: It cost a few shillings
to get that information ouf.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: In
1889 the Legislative Council passed the Con-
stitntion Aet, and the member for West
Perth and the member for Nedlands contend
—I may add that the Leader of the Opposi-
tion echoed what they had to say

Hon. C. G. Latham; [ spoke hefore they
did.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: Those
members contend that members of Parlia-
ment should he deprived of the right to use
those services. T say advisedly that it is
only so much legal piffle.

Hon. C. G. Latham: You have no right to
say it.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: The
vx-Solicitor Genoral, Mr. W, F. Sayer, has
made the following statement:—

1, Scetions 32 to 36 of the Constitution
Aet do not apply or extend to contracts or
agreements made or entered into by any per-
gon for the supply to such person, for the ren-
dering of any scrvice to such person, or for the
making to such person of a loan.

The subjeet of the House of Commoens (Dis-
qualifieation) Act, 1782, from which these see-
tions were adopted, is referred to in the text-
hooks and decided cases as provisions relating
to ‘Government contractors.’” In the words
of Mr. Justice Serutton, with reference to the
Act of 1782, at page 731, of Law Reports K.B.
Division, 1913, Volume 3: ‘‘The case of a
publie contractor beeowing a member or a
member hecoming a publie contractor are pro-
vided for—the election in each ease is void.”?

The marginal note to onr Scetion 32 states
its effect in the words: “‘ Persons holding con-
tracts for the Public Serviee incapable ot
heing eleeted or sitting.’?

Of ecourse, I know that the marginal notes
are not part of an Aect, but they do indicate
what was in the mind of the draftsman.

Hon, C. &. Latham: But very often he
does mnot put that into the text of the
seetion.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: That
may he so. Mr. Sayer continnes—

The seetion provides that nny persom who
shall undertake, exeeute, hold or enjoy any
contract for or on aecount of the Government
of the Colony, or knowingly furnish or provide
in pursuance of any such contract any goods
to be used in the serviee of the public shall
be disqualified from heing a member of the
Legislative Connell or Assembly. Obvipusly,
the contraet must he for the supply of goods
by such person to the Government, and not
to such person by the Goavernment. It must
he n contract for the Publiec Service. that is
to sa¥, a contract which the disqualified per-
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son has undertaken to earry out for and om
behalf of the Government; as, in the words of,
Scction 32, to furnish or provide any goods
whatsoever to be used or employed in the ser-
vice of the public. And, by Section 36, it is
provided that the foregoing provision shall
not, for a limited period, extend to any person
on whom the completion of the contract de-
volves, for example, on a legatee on the death
of the contractor. As the only disqualifica-
tion was of public contractors under agree-
ments undertaken for or on account of the Gov-
ernment, there was no reason for the words at
the end of Section 35 relating to leases of
Crown Lands. :

I may add that the Constitution Act of
South Africn, 9 Edw. VIIL, ehapter 9, passed
by the Imperial Parliament in 1901, containg
no provisigns to the effcet of the Disqualifiea-
tion Act of 1782.

I have a copy of the South African Consti-
tution, the latest granted by the Imperial
Government, and I find that no contractor
section is included at all. The ordinary dis-
qualifications relating to members who take
an office of profit under the Crown or are
insane or berome hankrupt are included, buz
there is no reference whatever in that Con-
stitution to disqualifieation arising out of
the taking of contracts for or on behalf of
the Public Snrvice. There is no legal deei-
sion of any tribunal of weight or standing-
that seems to support in any way the idea
that this section was intended to embrace all
contracts. While the very important point
regarding minors’ eontracts may not have
been direetly settled by certain deeisions on-
questions arising out of that particnlar sec--
tion of the Act, nevertheless the indieations .
are, from some of those cases at any rate,
that the learned judges were of the opinion
that they applied only te contractors with
the (Government and not to contractees. Re-
ferring again to the maxim mentioned by
the member for West Perth  (Mr. McDon-
ald), to the effect that where exceptions are
provided then evervthing else is ineluded, if
all the sections to which the Bill refers were
free from doubt and clear as to their mean-
ing, it would be a different matter. On the
other hand, they are not free from doubt
andl have never been free from that aspect.
They are definitely ambiguous in their,
phraseology, as the member for West Perth
knows, 50 much so that they have led to
endless disputation as to their meaning. Be-
eaunse of this ambiguity, the argument that
the inclusions are to be deduced from the
exeeptions falls to the ground.
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Mr., McDonald: As a matter of fact, I
did not refer to the maxim you mentioned.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: The
hon. member referred to Section 35.

Mr. McDonald: But not to the maxim.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: Per-
haps not, but I have learnt that maxim since
I have been at the Crown Law Department.
It any member of this House were chal-
lenged with regard to his right to sit as a
member because he despatched his produets
by rail and his defence were in the hands of
the memher for Nedlands (Hon, N. Keenan)
or the member for West Perth, defending
ecounsel would very guickly and properly
draw the attention of the court dealing with
the issue to the interpretation put upon simi-
lar sections by the House of Commong and
its endorsement by the highest legal tri-
bung! in the British Empire—the House of
Lords. That would be the first point taken
in relation to the defence.

Hon. N. Keenan: You are aware that the
Hounse of Lords has two distinet functions.
There is the House of Lords as a legislative
body and the House of Lords as a judieial
body, and you are mixing the two.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I may
be.

Mr. Hughes: That is noi set out in Pears
Encyelopaedia, that is the trouble!

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I think
the House of Lords has theoretical rights in
this respect but docs net excreise them.
While it certainly has legal rights, the House
of Lords has certain theoretical rights in law
on legal questions hecause of the very fact
that the members concerned arc members of
the House of Lords.

Hen, N. Keenan: No, they cannot sit.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I do
not know that they can sit at all; T have am
idea that, in theory, members of that House
have certain rights, but owing to modern
organisation the legal appeals are dealt with
by the Jndicial Committee of the Privy
Couneil.  Anyway, I sugpest that both the
member for Nedlands and the member for
West Perth, if acting on behalf of a mem-
her of this House, would adopt the attitnde
T have indicated for they would know that,
from a decision arrived at in this State
there would be an appeal to the High Court
and probably the appeal would be taken
right through to the Privy Couneil, where
it would he dealt with by the very people
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who, in their own Legislature, endorsed
these particular proposals. Tn consegnence,
I contend that members are beiter off under
existing circumstances than they would be
if any attempt were made to specify the con-
tracts that they could enter into. As it is,
they are fortified by the deelaration of the
Hounse of Commons and the House of
Lords as to the meaning of the section
relating to eontracts, as set ount in the de-
claratory legislation. Surely it will be re-
cognised that members ave better off than
they would be if any attempt were made to
amend the Constitution by specifying the
contracts they could enter into. Both the
member for Nedlands and the member for
West Perth suggested that the declaration
is altogether too wide in ifs meaning. But
the meaning given to it is only the restric-
tion placed upon members of the House of
Commons and the House of Lords. T have
atready drawn attention to the faet that in.
the latest Constitution, that of South Afriea,
no such restricting section has been in-~
cluded. TIf members of this Chamher feel
that they should he more restricted, thev are
entitled to their opinion. That reminds me
of the man who was resened from drowning
ahd gave his resecuer a penny. The penny
was received with the comment, “He knows
just how much his own life is worth.” %o
it may be with members of this Chamber.
If they advocate that greater restrictions
and responsibilities should he placed upon
them than is indicated in the declaration,
they can vote against the Bill,

Hon, C. G. Latham: We intend to.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: If the
Bill implies a sense of responsibility and
integrity that is too high, then members
can vote against the Bill. The wmembers for

West Perth, Nedlands and Katanning
have provided the eap for other mem-
bers, aud if the ecap fits, let members
wear it. T sce no reason whatever to change

the opinions T held when T moved the see-
ond reading of the Bill. We are well forti-
fied by the faer that simitar legislation has
heen passed by the House of Commons and
the House of Lords. There is no guestion
about the desirability and necessity for an
interpretation that will free the seetion from
ambiguity and remove the doubts that have
existed for so long. In my opinion the best
way to remove the doubts is to bring the
Consiitution Act more into eonformity with
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modern thought, as indicated by the South
Afriean Constitution Act, and to declare the
meaning a5 we propose in this declaratory
Bill.

Sitting suspended from 6.13 to 7.30 p.m.

Question put.

Mr. SPEAKER: As the Bill must be ear-
ried by an absolute majority, I shall divide
the House.

Division resulted as follows:—

Ayes .. .. .. 30
Noes e .- .. 16
Majority for .. R I
AYES,
Mr. Boyle Mr. Paplon
Mr. Qollier Mr. Patrick
Mr. Coverley M, Raphael
Mr, Cross Mr. Rodoreds
Mr. Doust Mr, Seward
Mr. Fox Mr. Sleeman
Mr. Hawke Mr. F. C. L. Smlith
Mr. Hegney Mr. Styants
Miss Holman Mr. Tenkin
Mr. Lambert Mr. Troy
Mr. Leahy Mr, Watls
Mr. Marshall Mr. Willcock
Mr. Millington Mr. Wise
Mr. Needham My. Withers
Mr, Nulsen Mr. Wilson
(Teller.)
Noxs.
Mrs. Cavdell-Oliver Mr. North
Mr. Ferguson Mr. J. M. Smith
Mr, Hill Mr. Stubbe
Mr. Hughes Mr. Thorn
Mr. Keenan My. Warner
Mr. Latham Mr, Welsh
Mr. McDongld %r. 'gillmott
Mr. McLart; Mr. Doney
i d (Telier.)

Mr. SPEAKER: 1 declare the question
earried by an absolule majority of the
House.

Question thus passed.
Bill read 2 seeond time.

In Committee.
Mr. Sleeman in the Chair; the Minister
for Justice in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1—agreed to.

Clause 2—Declaration as to scope of See-
tions 32 and 34 of the principal Aet:

Mr. WATTS: I move an amendment—

That all the words after the word “cgym-
missions’? in line 5 be struck out with a view
to inserting the following:—
‘fghall not extend to—

(a) Any contract or agreement (not being
a contract or agreement for the eonstruction
of any public work within the meaning of the
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Dublic Works Aet, 1902-1933) made or em-
tered inte by any persen with the Crown—
(i) for the supply of any goods, wares,
or merchandise to such person; or

. (ii) for the rendering of any serviee in-

cluding the provision of any imsurance or
indemnity to sueh person; or

(iii) for the making to such person
upon the security of a mortgage, bill of
gale, lien, or other security of a loan:

Provided that such goods, wares, or mer-
chandise are supplied, such services rendered,
and such loan made vespectively at prices or
vates and upon and subjeet to such conditioms
and stipulations whieh are similar to those
charged or imposed by the Crown in its trans.
actions of a like mature with other persons in
the ordinary course of the business of supply-
ing goods, wares, merchandise, or rendering
the serviee or making the loans as aforesaid
and which the sitid first-mentioned person under
the snid conirnet or agreement is hound to
pay or observe or comply with:

Provided further that while any such person
shall be a member of the Legislative Council
or the Legislative Assembly the amount of his
indebtedness for principal in respect of any
sueh loan shall not be inerensed and the con-
ditions and stipulations contained in the se-
curity on the part of such person to be gbserved
and performed shall be strietly complied with.

For the purposes of this scetion the term

‘the Crown’ means and ineludes the Govern-
ment of the State and a Minister of the State
in his ministerial eapacity, any officer of the
State scting in his official capacity, any de-
partment, trading concern, instrumentality or
public utility of the State and any other per-
son or hody who or whieh under the authority
of an Act of Parliament pdministers or carries
on for or on aceount of the State any public
social service or publie utility.??
I have previously explained that T would
sapport the Bill up to the stage when this
umendment could he discussed, and there-
after my attitude would depend upon the
fate of the amendment, As the Minister, in
his reply to the debate, said practically
nothing about the amendment, T propose
merely to move it at this stage without any
comment.

Mr. McDONALD: T have expressed the
view that this amendment is not appro-
priate, but the House has agreed to the
second reading of the Bill, and although the
amendment is not appropriate—becanse it
amends the original Aet, and that is outside
the scope of the present Bili—at the same
time I think my duty is to support the
amendment. I congratnlate the Minister
npon his stout and earefully prepared de-
fence of the Bill, but he put me rather at a
disadvantage beeause he kept eiting the
cminent aunthorities, Sir Stafford Cripps, and
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Lord Hailsham, and the House of Lords;
and I, a mere person without a title ain eon-
sequently relegated to an inferior place.

Mr. Marshall: We will eall you Lord
McDonald then.

Mr. McDONALD: Though the Minister
appears to be very much impressed by the
varvious authorities he cited, Y adhere to my
doubts about the correctness of the Bill, As
a piece of special pleading the Minister’s
speech was very skilful, but while he said all
that he could for the Bill, he omitied the
enly thing that mattered. He said that the
Aect had no relation to contracts regarding
land, but he failed to explain why the Act
refers to contracts regarding land. The
English Aet contains no referenee to con-
tracts regarding land, whereas in our Act
confracts regarding land are categorieally
referred to.

The Chairman: The amendment before
the Chair is only to strike out certain words,

Mr. MeDOXNALD: That is so, and the
words the hon. member proposes to insert
refer to contracts regarding land. The Bill
with the amendments will set out what I
may call a eode that will instruet members
of Parliament as to what contracts they
may or may not make, and I have no doubt
that that is the idea of the member for
Katanning in moving his amendment. The
amendment proposes to strike out the re-
ferenee to two classes of contracts that the
Bill says shall not be entered into by a mem-
ber of Parliament and in determining
whether we shall vote ont those two elasses
of eontract—which would mean that the Bill
would not prohibit any class of contract be-
ing entered info by any member of Parlia-
ment, we must have regard to a very wide
pringiple, namely, whether we should
have some guide or resiriction on contraets
with the Crown or the State which may be
cntered into by members of Parliament, or
whether there shonld be no guide, instruction
or prohibition, TUnder the Commonwealth
Constitution c¢ertain eontracts with the
Crown ave prohibited. It is the view of the
Federal Labour Partv that the provisions in
the Constitution are salutary and should be
enforced. We know that a Federal Minis-
ter was recently attacked because he was a
direetor of a company that had entered info
contracts with the Postmaster General. The
Minister seems to think that heeause the
member tor Katanning and T suggest there
ave certain contraets which members or Par-
liament should nof make with the Crown,
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we are impugning members, and indicating
they might enter into econtracts that are un-
desirable. That Iis not so. We say that
members should know how they stand in
conjunction with the Crown. The Constitu-
tion should eontain a prohibition against eer-
tain contracts heing made between members
and the Crown. Daoes the Minister wish the
public to understand that his view is that
members may make any contracts they like
with the Crown? Such contracts may resnlt
in the payment of large sums of money to a
member, and provide him with eonsiderable
profit without in any way impairing his
position in Parliament. I think the people
would prefer that Parliament should state
categorically what contracts shall be made
and what shall not be made by members of
Parliament. That is why I welcome the
amendments of the member for Katanning
as being a clarification of the law, and a
clear guide to members. I am surprised at
the sngeestion of the Minister that the Con-
stitution should contain no gunide on the sub-
ject, and he even thinks the member for
Katanning and I have acted improperly in
advancing our views. I do not say any
memher has entered into a contract that
is undesirable, but T do advoeate the fram-
ing of a proper legal code concerning what
contracts could be entered into.

Mr. HUGHES: I support the proposal to
strike out these words. Had the Minister
examined constitutional history he would
have found why certain provisions were in-
sevted in the Constitution. The Tudors
were quite agreeable to having a Parliament,
but took the preeantion to control if. Par-
liament was always under the domination of
the Crown, which civeulated amongst its
memwbers handseome contraets and profitable
undertakings.

The CHAIRMAXN: The hon. member’s re-
marks had hetter be made on the third read-
ing.

Mr. HUGHES: This elause deals with the
fandamentals of the Bill. If suggests that
the Legislature which framed the original
section did not know the meaning of the
words it used. Can it be said that the Par-
liament of 1899 had not a sufficient grasp of
the Bnglish langvage to understand what it
was saying? 'To suggest such a thing is
ridiculous. Why has Sir Stafford Cripps
loomed so largely in this matter? The faet
that he is a London K.C. is nothing extra-
ordinary. Hundreds of people have success-
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fully challenged his opinions, bui because
he gave a ruling on this one point, he is
looked upon as being inspired. If the words
the hon. member proposes to strike out are
left in the clause, it will become selfish in its
operation. Up to now we have known that
memhers of Parliament may not enter into
contracts with the Crown. That was rigidly
enforced in the case of a Federal Minister
who was driven from office because he was
a shareholder in a company.

The Minister for Justice: He was a
director, and resigned his portfolie, but was
not driven out of Parliament.

Mr. HUGHES: He was interested only
as a shareholder. As a director he could not
enfer into any contract with the Crown.
But the company itself was entitled to enter
into contraets, and if there were any profits
he merely got his share as a shareholder.
The faet that he was a Minister of the Crown
did not give him an additional interest in
any profits the eompany made.
~ The CHAIRMAN: There is nothing in
the amendment dealing with the Federal Par-
liament.

My. HUGHES: A Minister of the Crown
in this State may be placed in a dangerous
position. If the Bill is passed some Minister
may be able to enfer into a contract with
the very department of which he is in charge,
He counid make advances from Government
funds, and at the same time enter into s
comtract with the Gtovernment. On the one
hand it would be his duty as a Minister to
enforee the contract, and on the other haund
it might be to his advantage not to do so.
In business no man can serve two conflicting
interests. The reason why members of Par-
Hament are not allowed to enter into con-
tracts is found in the constitutional praetiee
of the Jews.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member must
not proceed in that strain.

Mr. HUGHES: It was laid down that if
a man elected to become a member of Parlia-
ment he had to abandon the right to enter
into certain contracts with the Crown. The
¢lause proposes to allow certain mem-
bers of Parliament to contract with
the Crown, and it denies that right
to other people. If the clause is ear-
ried ag it stands, then if a man is a merehant

- and a member of Parliament and he wants to
sell his goods to the Crown, he will not he
permitted to do so becawse in the sale of
those goods he will make a profit. We say
to the merchant, ““You can elect to be a mer-
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chant or a member of Parliament, but if you
elect to become a member of Parliament you
must abandon your right to sell goods to the
Crown, because if we give you the right o
contract with the Crown so that you may get
business, you may be infinenced in your vote.
Thus in order to keep you free from tempta-
tion, we will not permit yon io enter inte
a contract with the Crown.)” That man’s
freedom as o member of Parliament is gone.
On the other hand, if the member of Parlia-
ment, instead of being a merchant. is 4
lawyer, and is prepared to sell his profes-
sional services to the Crown, we say to him,
“You can accept as many contraets as you
like.” Why should we say te a man who, as
a lawyer, is selling his serviees, “It is all
right for you to enter into a contract with
the Crown hecause we know vyou will not
deviate from your duty as a member of
Parliament, and we know that you will not
be afraid to eriticise the Government.” That
is all very complimentary fo the legal pro-
fession, and puts the members of it on a
pedestal, It amounts to saying to them,
“You have a higher code of honour than
anyone else” Why should we make
such an indivious distinetion? If we
are to say to a lawyer, “Take as
many briefs from the Crewn as you
like, and make as mueh profit as yom
ean out of trading with the Crown,”
why should we, in the next breath, say to a
merchant, “You may not trade with the
Crown beeause your goods are put up in iins
and brown-paper pareels”?  Are not both
selling services to the Crown? If we are
going to say that members of Parliament
may contract with the Crown, would it not
be better to cut out the clause altogether?
Thus if one member can eontract with the
Crown, all should be able to do so. Why
single out the man who is a merchant? I
intend to vote for the striking out of the
words, but not for the purpose of ndding
something which, if anything, will make the
position worse.

The CHAIRMAN : Until the wordz pro-
posed to be struck out are struck out, I can-
not aceept any amendment.

Amendment (to strike out words) put, and
a division taken with the following result:—

Ayes .. - .. .. 23
Noes . . - ..o24

Majority against

b
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AYES
Mr. Boyle Mr, Sampson
Mra. Cardell-Oliver Mr. Seward
Mr. Doust Mr. Shearn
Mr. Ferguson Mr. J. M. Smith
Mr. Hill Mr. Stubbs
Mr. Hughes Mr. Thorn
Mr. Keenan Mr. Warner
Mr. Latham Mr, Watts
¥Mr. MeDonald Mr. Welsh
Mr. MeLarty Mr. Willmott
Mr. North Mr. Doney
Mr. Patrick (Teller.)
Nozs,
Mr. Collier Mr, Nulsen
Mr. Coverley Mr. Paoton
Mr. Cross Mr. Raphael
Mr. Fox Mr. Rodoreda
Mr. Hawke Mr. F.U. L. Smith
Mr. Hegney Mr. Styants
Mjiss Holman Mre. Tonkin
Mr. Lambert Mr. Troy
Mr. Leah Mr. Willcock
Mr. Marshall Mr. Wiee
Mr. Millington Mr. Withers
Mr. Needham Mr. Wilson
(Toler.)

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 3, Title—agreed to.

Bill reported without amendment, and the
report adopted.

Standing Orders Suspension.

On motion by the Premier, resolved—

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended a3 is necessary to enable the Bill
to pass through its third reading stage at this
sitting.

Third Reading.

THE MINISTER FOR JUSTICE (Hon.
. C. L. Smith—Brown Hill-Tvanhoe)
[8.13]: I move—

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR. HUGHES (East Perth) [817]: As
I said in Committee, had a little research
been made into the principle on which the
Taw was originally based, it would be agreed
by anyone possessing the slightest regard
for the sanctity of our parliamentary insti-
tutions that this Bill should not hecome law.
I have had a good deal of abusc from the
Minister for Justice about being a common
informer, I do not understand why the
member for West Perth (Mr. MeDonald)
was at such pains to define the official in-
former and the common informer. In my
opinion he failed to draw a distinetion be-
tween the official informer in Great Britain
and the official informer in Australia. Here
the real difference is that the common in-
former gets paid for enforcing the law and
the official informer gets paid for not en-
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forcing the law. T am perfectly prepared to
stand by anything I have done. The Minis-
ter for Justice was at great pains to describe
how despised is the person deseribed-as a
commmon informer.

The Minister for Justice: I did not men-
tion anvhody.

Mr. HUGHES: The MMinister is not
straightforward conough to mention anybody.
I am proud of what T have done in defence
of the Constitution of Western Australia.

The Minister for Mines: Some men are
proud of anything.

Mr. HUGHES: Then the Minister has
had great opportunities during his life to
develop a high degree of pride.

The Minister for Mines interjected.

Mr. HUGHES: I do not know anyone
lower than the Minister, and a comparison
like that dors not worry me.

The Minister for Mines: Just come out-
side and T will show you how low I am!

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. HUGHES: T shall be outside in due
course.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

The Minister for Mines: T would not like
to be as low as you are.

Mr. SPEAKER: The House must ob-
serve the Standing Orders, and realise where
we are. I ask the hon. member for East
Perth to resume.

Mr, HUGHES : It is strange that if the
common informer is so despised and if be-
cause 1 defended the Constitution people
are so hostile to me, I have not found any
evidence of it thronghout the length and
breadth of Western Australia. In faet, all
the evidence is in the other direction.
Though by a clever trick T was defraunded
of £600, in two years the amount has come
back to me fourfold. So I have no regrets
on that score ecither, If wmy action has
brought me into opprobrium with the
people of Western Australia and they so
despise me for what I have done, I hope
their attitude twards me will never ehange.
I hope they will eontinue to despise me and
eonsider me opprobrious.

The Premier: Is this relevant to the Bill
—this stuff about personal matiers?

Mr, HUGHES: I do not krow why the
Premier should objeet now, seeing that he
raised no objection while the Minister for
Justice was giving himself an open go. It
is strange that people who want the right
to attack members here should squeal and
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demand the protection of the Standing Ord-
ers when a member has the temerity fo re-
ply. Snch an attitude is exiraordinary. I
do not mind it, but here is another strange
feature of the attitnde of the Minister for
Justice towards common informers, To
show how insincere he was in his remarks,
let me point out that the original Constitu-
tion contains a section providing a salutary
safeguard for the Constitution. It was in-
serted years ago for a very special purpose.
The framers of the British Constitution
kunew humanity to be frail, and also knew
that there might be an Attorney General
who would not be prepared to carry out his
duty of enforcing the law. Thercfore they
provided a safeguard. They said, *A time
may come for political considerations to
operate. The person who is breaking the
law may be powerful with money and with
friends, and it may so happen that he
would have the Attorney General in his poe-
ket and that the law would not he enforced
against him.” So those framers in Tudor
times decided to insert a safeguard. They
provided that default on the part of the At-
torney General should not prevent the pro-
per course of law, and that any private eiti-
zen could carry oni duties which the Aft-
torney General refused to perform although
paid a handsome salary to enforee the law.
Accordingly that section was inserted in the
Constitution. If that section is a bad sec-
tion and allows persons to be unfairly
treated, why did not the Minister for Jus-
tice, when drafting the Bill, include a short
clause to repeal the secfion? He did not do
s0 beeanse he knows and honestly believes—

The Minister for Justice: I would not be
allowed to do that ander the Bill,

Mr. HUGHES: When the Minister for
Justice was drafting the Bill, he was not
limited to ome section of the Constitution.
He could have brought down a Bill to deal
with the whole Constitntion. Or he eould
have said to the House, “Here is a section
of the Constitntion that may be misused,
and therefore should be rvepealed.” The
Minister did not adopt that course beeause
in his own heart he honestly bhelieved the
section to be a proper one for inclusion in
the Constitution. His advisers also believed
that. Every officer of the Crown Law De-
partment would say that the section is a
salutary safeguard. Left to themselves, those
officers would never recommend its repeal.
Neither will anvone sitting on the Treasury
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bench ever recommend the repeal of the sec-
tion. They know it to be a necessary safe-
guard against corruption in high officials.
Accordingly the Minister left the machinery
enubling the common informer to take ac-
tion. But when somebody earries out that
law, the Minister showers abuse upon him
here. However, he cannot find any clanse
in Pears’ Eneyelopedia or in the Aspro Book
to support it.

MMy, Marshall: You will never want an
aspro. You haven’t sufficient brains to canse
a headache,

Mr. HUGHES : When the Tudors allowed
onr ancestors fo have a Parliament, they
made a point of always having the Par-
linment under the thumb of the Monareh by
distributing emoluments and favours. The
17th century was shocking as regards the
numerous members of Parliament enjoying
pensions and places. Standard histories of
the Constitution, to consult which is far be-
low the dignity of an admirer of Pears’
Encyelopedia, tell of £25,000 of public
money paid away in one day to purchase
the votes of members of Parliament. Any
roader of Burke knows how Burke cxposed
that kind of thing, and how people who
were {rying to establish a real democracy in
England deelared, “It is uscless to have. a
Parliainent if the Parliament is to be sub-
servient to the Crown.” Accordingly this
section was cluded in the British Constitu-
tion. A law was cuacted that ouce a man
had been elected to serve in Parliament, he
should not hold an office of profit under the
Crown and should not enter inte any con-
tract with the Crown. The moment that
rule was established, Parliament became frec
from Crown influence. No matter what a
Alinister wanted to do, he c¢ould not
by distributing places and pensions pur-
ehase the votes of members of Parliament.
Tu order that Parliament may be a demo-
eratic institution, members of Parliament
must be Free to vote as they think fit, with-
out anticipating any favours from the Gov-
ernment and without fear of penalties being
imposed upon them should they vote In a
manner contrary fo the wishes of the Execn-
tive. The power of the Crown has now
passed from the Sovereign in person and
become vested in Cabinet Ministers, That
system stood the test of time well, until in
England, where for years the people insisted
on its being observed, certain persons eut
down the power. However, Britain has not
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all.the State activities and trading concerns
with which members of Parliameni else-
where can enter inlo contracts. Take a mem-
ber of Parliament who contracts with the
Agriciltural Bank. He wmay find that,
owing to adversity, bad seasons and nmis-
fortunes, over which he has no control what-
ever, he is unable to meet his commitments
to' the "Agricultura] Bank. The moment he
is in that position, the Minister in control of
the department can make him bankrupt and
eject him from the House. When he is in
that position, he has not the free exercise of
his vote in the House. I have heard mem-
bers complain bitterly of being threatened
that if they did certain things they would he
dealt with, becausc they were indebted to
the Crown. T have heard such complaints
since I was returned to Parliament a second
time. Consequently, those members are not
free to vote as they desire. They ave in fear
of .heing penalised if they vote contrary to
the wishes of the Minister, who has it in his
power to say, “If you do not vote in a cer-
tain way, or if you say something of which
we do not approve, you will be put out of
Parliament,” “What ean the member do?
He has no choiee whatever. The Bill pro-
poses to permit a member to enter into a
contract with the Crown, but no provision
is made to take away from the Minister the
power to make a member bankrupt, should
he be indebted to the Crown.

The Minister for Justice: Give us another
lecture on dummies.

Mr. HCGHES: I think, if T intended to
leeture—

The Minister for Justice: If not on dum-
mies, then on companies,

Mr. HUGHES: If T intended to lecture
on dummies, T might lecture on dummies in
law, or upon the great ventriloguial act of
Mr. William Sayer, speaking throush his
dummy. Notwithstanding that we propose
ta allow members to eontract with the Gov-
ernment, we still propose that the Minister
shall retain his power to make a member of
Parliament hankrmpt and have him expelled
from Parliament. What will be the position®
Members of Parliament, in addition to their
Parliamentary salary, will be able to enjoy
the henefit of liberal contraets and engage-
ments with the Cvown. Then, through wn-
foreseen circumstanees, they will find them-
zelves unable to fulfil their eonteact. They
will then in Parliament be entirelv at the
will of a Mintster of the Crown. They will
retain their seat at the will of the Minister,

[ASSEMBLY.]

who can say to them at any time, “Pay up
what you owe the Crown. If you do net,
we will make you bankrupt, and out you
go.” How can a member of Parliament per-
form his duty faithfully in such circum-
gtances? This Bill is going a long way
towards destroying parliamentary govern-
ment. It will take away the very foundation
on which a member of Parliament stands—
his absolute freedom of speech and action
in Parliament.

The Minister for Justice interjected.

Mr. HUGHES: If the Minister would
take the trouble to delve a little deeper into
the law, or if the voice behind him would
speak a little longer and explain to him that
in England there are no State sawmills and
other trading concerns with which members
can enter into contraets, I venture to say
he would conclude that even Sir Stafford
Cripps would not be a party te a Bill such
as this.

The Minister for Justice: He has nof got
a Defence Department to deal with,

Mr, HUGHES: The Minister is wrong
again. In Australia a member of Parlia-
ment can contract with the Defence Depart-
ment. That is a very poor analogy. The
Minister also referred to the post oftice. Any
member of Parliament ean contract with the
post office; that is not a breach of the Con-
stitution.

The Minister for Justice: He could not do
sn formerly.

AMr. HUGHES: He could not in 1834, hut
this is 1938.

The Minister for Justice: You are hard
put to it now.

Mr. HUGHES: We shall see when the
numbers are up! The Minister will learn
how hard it will be to defeat the Bill! T ven-
ture to say that not even the eloquence of the
Minister for Justice will prevail against the
zood sense of the House. I hope memhers
will stand by the Constitution and leave it
as it 1. A person is not ohliged to be a
member of Parliament. If he decides to he-
come a1 member of Parliament and to aceept
the emoluments and advantages of the posi-
tion, he must also accept the disabilities, He
makes the first choiee; but, unfortunately for
lim, the clectors make the second choice.
The position carries with it oblizations as
well as advantages. Every eitizen is not ex-
pected to know the law, but he is obliged
fo obey it. Tf a lawmaker, a member of
Parliament, transgresses the law, instead of
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his having to suffer the consequences like an
ordinary eitizen he comes along to Parlia-
ment and says, “I have been a lawmaker for
20 years: T have been making laws for other
people to obey. Nevertheless, I find that I,
althoungh a lawmaker, am a lawbreaker. 1
want you fo take me out of the ordinary
class of ecitizen and abrogate the law for my
henefit. I want you to pass a special Act
of Parliament and to make it retrospective,
so that I shall be absolved from my trans-
gression.”  That is a wonderfu! emolument
for a member of Parliament! If a member
of Parliament breaks the law, a special Bill
is passed to absolve him from his transgres-
sion. To the ordinary unfortunate ecitizen
who breaks the law, however, we say, “The
law must fake its course.”

Mr. Withers: Do yon suppose that when
a man enters Parliament he is not aware of
his responsibilities?

Mr. HUGHES: I point out to the member
for Bunbury that at least 50 per cent. of
lawhreakers transgress the law unintention-
ally. Half the people who leave their motor
cars at a parking place for 15 minutes, when
they onght o leave it for only five minutes,
have no intention of breaking the law. They
leave the car with the best of intentions, but
return after 45 minutes to find a little note
affixed to it. Those people do not run to
Parhament and say, “I have broken the law,
I did not mean to do so; will you pass a law
to make it retrospective, so that I shall not
he prosecnted?”’ They would be langhed ont
of court if they did. A member of Parlia-
ment who has broken the law should be the
last person in the world to set up a howl.
He should say, “It is bad Inek that I over-
looked this law and have transgressed it;
the best thing T can do is to try to get as
light a penalty as possible and pay it.” Of
conrse, it is impossible for a person to know
the whole law; it is possible for a man to
learn only a small portion of it. Even an
oracular lawyer like Sir Stafford Cripps
probably does not know 25 per eent. of the
law. We cannot, however, admit that
ignorance of the law is an exeuse for
breaking it. If we did, we should have no
JIaw. All a man would need to say is, ‘I
did not know the law was in existence.’’
If we absolve him on that account, there
would be no law. As I say, ignorance of
the law is no excuse. T am sure the Minis-
ter for Justice saw that maxim in the book
he mentioned. Evervbody should pay for
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his transgressions. If we absolve members
of Parliament for breaking the law unin-
tentionally, we ought to open our gaols and
liberate all the men who have unintention-
ally killed persons in motor aecidents. I
suppose there has never been a case in this
State where a motor driver has wilfully
killed a citizen in a motor accident. It is
always done unintentionally. The greatest
sympathy is always shown to people charged
with killing a man in a motor accident.
Everybody says, '‘It is bad luck, he had
ne intention of injuring or killing his fel-
low eitizen.”” Nevertheless, he is sent to
gaol for a period as long as three years.
Although people deplore his bad luck and
sympathise with him in his predicament,
nevertheless he is not absolved from the
obligation to pay the penalty for his trans-
gression. That is necessary in order to
proteet the publie. We must take that
stand, otherwise we shall have no law at
all. Yet Parliament is asked to pass a Bill
absolving a member of Parliament, a Min-
ister of the Crown, who has broken the
law, perhaps inadvertently or carelessly.
Parliament iz asked to pick him out from
the ordinary citizens and say, “This man
is above the law, he is sacrosanct; if he
breaks the faw the maxim that ignoranee
is no exeuse goes by the board. Beecause
he is a member of Parliament, because he
is a lawmaker, he is at liberty to be a law-
breaker.’” That goes to the very root of
our Parliamentary institutions. We ought
to stand firm against this Bill and say that
no lawmakers shall be privileged to be
lawbreakers. They must take their place
with other lawbreakers if they fransgress
the law and must suffer the consequences.
I hope the Bill will be defeated on the
third reading.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
M. F. Troy—Mt. Magnet} [843): Some
speakers this evening, particularly the last
speaker, have laboured long and ardently
to make the common informer respectable.
That has been the whole reason for the
speech of the last speaker. It simply can-
not be done. If it eould, then we have en-
tered on an enfirely new sfate of mind;
beeause, as long as I can remember, the
common informer bas been looked upon
with contempt, and no person with any
pretenee of having at heart the decenecics
of life ecan alter that. The common
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informer has been a reproach in every
country of the world, for the simple reason
that he has never been actnated by decent
principles. No common informer has
ever exploited an unconseions breach of
the law except for his personal profit.
And so the term “common informer,” by all
the eloguence in the world, cannot be made
respectable.  The member for East Perth
was at special paing to whitewash the com-
mon informer—the lowest type of man.on
tke face of the earth. He told us that this
Bill confers privileges on members of Par-
liament to make contraets, to trade with the
Government, to enable members to make the
best of opportunity while they are in Par-
liament. That sort of thing might go down
on the hustings with an unthinking mob, but
not for all time. At some time the people
will diseover the hruth. One eannot live by
these methods; one eannot live by conveying
untrnths to the people. Time will find the
offender ont. This Bill does no such thing
as the hon. member suggested, and I regret
that the House to-night divided on party
lines, thus conveying an idea

Hon. C. G. Latham: It did nothing of the
gort on the second reading.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I
thought it did.

Hon. C. G. Latham: It did not.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The vote
was 24 to 23.

Mr. Doney: No, it was 30 to 16.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: That is
s0. The division on the second reading was
not on party lines, but in Committee the
division was on party lines and the question
on which members then divided was really
the Bill. The Government is not here to visit
the consequences upon an individual who has
unconseiously broken the law. There is no
man in this House who has a full knowledge
of the law. There is no man here, no matter
what his prefence might be, who possesses
a knowledge of the law.  Every member
knows that the eourts determine the Jlaw.
Solieitors, with the hest intentions, advise a
¢lient to take ecrtain action and the elient
does not suceeed. What is the good of any-
one coming here and eclaiming to know the
law? The member for East Perth has had
a few months in the law and he says he
knows the law. Does he know the law? T
would hesitate to put any legal business in
his hands. He is a hoaster and an advertiser
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about the law, but he does noé know the law.
The member for Nedlands, a distinguished
member of the Bar, would not claim to know
all the law. Neither wouid the member for
West Perth, also a distinguished member of
the Bar. They do not pretend such things.
None of us knows all the law, because the
interpretation of the law is not in our hands;
it rests with the courts. The things we say
and the things we do to make the law and
the things that we mean to be the law sre
often interpreted by the judges as not being
the law.

What is the Government's intention re-
garding the Bill? To make the position
¢lear and unambiguons, and that ¢an be done
by following the principle adopted in Eng-
land. 'We are not proposing o give mem-
hers of Parliament privileges and opportuni-
ties. We want to eclarify the law so that
they will know where they stand, and so that
ne common informer will be able to take
advantage of any member for doing some-
thing with the best intentions and the most
honest purpose. Take the ecase of -Mr.
Clvdesdale: I speak of that case because we
know the facts. Mr. Clydesdale was a mem-
ber of Parlinment. He accepted an office,
which later on was constrned by the court
to he an office of profit under the Crown.
AMr. Clydesdale acted in the best of good
faith, The Government of the day that gave
him the office was not of this party. The
Government offered him the office and passed
a measure to proteet him. Mr. Clydesdale
was assured that he was doing nothing
wrong and was running no risk. That was
the assurance given to Mr. Clydesdale when
he was invited te accept the position. Mr.
Clydesdale took i, being fully econvineed
that Parliament had protected him. We
thonght we had protected him. But what
happened? A ecommon informer eame along,
and this common informer sued Mr. Clydes-
dale and the court interpreted the law con-
trary to the intention of Parliament. This
comman informer reccived £200 damages
from Mr., Clydesdale, but he did not give
the money to charvity; he put it in his own
poeket.

Hon. P. Collier: And the High Court re-
versed the decision of the State Court and
still he held the £200.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: That is

50. and when Mr. Clydesdale moved to re-
cover it the informer said Mr. Clydesdele
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was oul to rob and starve bis family. Ap-
parently the family of Mr. Clydesdale who
had been robbed, did not matter; apparently
his £200 did not matter. He had dene no
wrong; everything he had done was per-
fectly upright and honourable, But this
common informer eame along and got £200
damages and put the money in his own
pocket.

Hon. P. Collier: And the High Court
afterwards said he was not entitled to it but
he held on to it.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Yes, and
would not give back the £200, but spoke
about My. Clydesdale being out to rob him
and his family. Now we are asked to-night
to make respectable the common informer.
The people do not yet know the facts. Some
day they will find out the faets, The com-
mon informer that aets in this way cannot
be made respectable. There never has been
a common informer who did not act in that
way cxcept for money. If be sold his coun-
try, it was for money. Mr. Clydesdale had
done the common informer no personal in-
jury at all, and the office he accepted was
taken at the request of the previous Gov-
ernment only after he had been assured that
he ran no risk in taking it, In fact, he had
been so assured by the legal authority of
the Government.

This legislation is designed to make clear
the position of members. It seems to be a
very popular thing to fry to lead the people
to believe that members of Parliament are
dishonest. People often display envy of
those in high places and their conception of
members seems to be the worst. All this talk
aboui the common informer taking action in
the interests of democracy is so mneh piffle
and humbng. There is no truth in it and
never was, Thus a common informer eannot
be made 4 man; he eannot be made respeet-
able, He might be successful for a time, but
nltimately he will! be found out. T have very
mueh move respect for a burglar than I have
for a common informer. If a burglar wants
one’s money, he takes risks, But the common
informer takes no risks at all. Who in this
eountry, except for some immediate expedi-
ency, professes friendship for a common in-
former? T repeat that a common informer
eannot he made respectable. and all the elo-
quence in the world will not make him re-
spectable becanse his intentions are not good.

Any man that attempts to make capital
out of the Government’s straightforward in-
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tention may profit temporarily, hut he will
not profit in the end. Doubtless some people
will say, “The Government passed a law,
rushed it through Parliament, to enable mem-
bers of Parliament to rob the country.” The
Government ig not doing any such thing and
every member is aware of that fact. The
position is that & low-down, common informer
may get damages from an bonourable man
because the law is not clear, notwithstanding
that the member is satisfied that he is acting
honourably. So the Government say, “We
will make the law clear and unambigucus,
and will do it in the way that has been
adopted by the Imperial Parliament.” That
is all we provide for in this Bill. The mem-
ber for East Perth may talk to the skies
and be may win temporarily, but as for his
pretence that he is acting for democracy,
well, we know better than that. We know
him from the past, a common informer with-
out money and adopting the easy way to get
it. I hope no member will ever make capital
on the hustings out of the Government’s in-
tentions in intreducing this Bill. Should he
flo 50, he will be guilty of a great wrong
and will not be true to his own good prin-
ciples.

HON. C. G. LATHAM (York) [9.58]: I
think we should be very eareful about alter-
ing the Constitution Act. The Minister for
Lands has forgotten one aspeet of the ease,
namely that the Constitution is the people’s
law, It is the faw t{hat profects the people.
Originally the Electoral Act was part of the
Constitution Act. Those are the two most
important Aets from the viewpoint of the
people of the State. Under those laws they
elect members of Parliament and have set
up a hard and fast Constitution that shall
be followed and followed in detfail. T do
not mean to infer that the Constitution Aet
is like the law of the Medes and Persians;
our Constitution can be altered, but we pro-
vide that when anv alteration is made, an
absolute majority of both Houses shall agree
to the alteration. In this case we are alter-
ing the Constifution and aftempting to take
as a guide and principle an alteration made
bv the House of Lords and the House of
Commons. The ramifications of the Govern-
ment of the United Kingdom ave different
from those of the Government here. Thera
are so many things that the State Govern-
ment. does that ave not thought of or done
by the Government of the United Kingdom.
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There are 50 many ways in which members
of this House may enter into contracts with
the Government that we have to be very
caveful that a member shall not be granted
any preference or privilege over the ordin-
ary man in the street. Hon. members
will agree with me in that respeet. We need
only recali what I said previously that this
is the people’s law. The object of the law
15 to protec the people. If we amend the
Constitution Aet, we must aseertain how it
can be policed. It was only in consequence
of the remarks of the Minister for Lands
that I decided to speak this cvening. See-
tion 3% of the Constitution Aet says—

It any person under any of the disqualifi-

cations mentioned in this Aet shall presume to
sit or vote as a member of the said Council or
Assembly, sueh person shall forfeit the sum of
£200, to be recovered, subject as hereinafter
provided, by any person who shall sue for the
same in the Supreme Courf.
The Minister for Lands says that any per-
son who makes use of Section 39 of what is
the people’s own Aet, framed for the
people’s protection, becomes a common in-
former. May I ask the House this ques-
tion: What remedy would the people have
if members of Parliament decided they
would take no action at all, and would net
enforce the law? I eontend there must he
some security for the people, and this pro-
vision is the only security they have. In
order to give some encouragement {o the
people to enforee their gwn law, Parliament
has provided a reward of £200. That can-
not be a bad law. If it is bad law, then
the House should amend it and intimate to
the people that there is no intention of en-
foreing any such provision. A public in-
former, or a common informer, is not the
bad person that the Minister for ILands
would have the public believe. A person
who adopts that attitude and hecomes a
common informer, is mercly defending the
rights of the people.

The Minister for Lands: And puiting the
money in his own pocket.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: That does not af-
feet the position at all.  Parliament has
passed the law and while it remains, the
legislation is good law, If it is bad law,
let us amend the Aet. To my mind, this is
one of the most important provisions on
the statute-book. The Constitution Act is
the people’s law, and therefore I cammot
allow the Minister, withont questioning his
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attitude, the right to say that a common in-
former is a poor type of person simply
because he enforces the law that Parliament
has placed on the statute-book. In provid-
ing the reward of £200, Parliament has said
to such a man, “All right, if you take action
against a member of Parliament because he
has sat in the House but is disqualified, we
will give you £200.”

The Minister for Lands: The police are
there to enforee the law.

Hon. C. G. LATHADM : Bul the people are
asked to enforce this law, not the police, s0
the section eannot be bad law. I admit that
a person who deliberately goes out to avail
himself

The Minister for Lands: Do you say that
this man did not go out deliberately for it?

Hon. C, ¢. LATHAM: The Minister
knows my attitude in respect to that matter,

The 3Minster for Lands: Could you
justify that?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: At any rate, I
stood up to my respousibility. I definitely
said that 1 supported the legislation tha:
was passed, because of my association with
the appointment of the man conecerned,
despite the fact that I was probably not
consulted. I stood my ground.

The Minister for Lands: You
Deputy Premier.

Hon. C. G- LATHAM: At any rate, [
stood my ground and supported the legisla-
tion heeause I said that otherwise an injus-
tice would be done to the man who, in good
faith, had accepted a position offered by the
Government with which I was then asso-
ciated. We should remember that our own
courts at the time said it was bad law that
Parliament had passed. The interpretation
placed upon the law by the court was totally
different from that adopted by TParliament.
The same may apply to the alterations pro-
posed hy the Minister. I warn the House
that although the Minister has given his in-
terpretation and has claimed to protect the
interests of the people, T disagree with his
contention, ¥ eontend that by his proposal
the Constitution will be thrown wide open
to anhuse. While I do not suggest that op-
portunity will be taken in consequence, I be-
Lieve that in fature members of Parliament
will he able to aceept eontracts with the Gov-
ernment in almost any direction they may
desire, We may have instances of members
of Parliament availing themselves of the
weak link in the Constitution Aet for their
own henefit and aggrandisement. Parlia-

were  the
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ment does mot often alter the Constitution
because it is.the people’s law, and for that
reason we must be extrewmely earefu] in deal-
ing with its provisions. 1 am prepared to
admit that members of Parliament should
not suffer greater disabilities than do
ordinary citizens outside Parliament, but on
the other hand neither should members of
Parliament receive preferential treatment.
If any privilege 1s to be wiven away, it
should he to those outside, and not inside,
Parliament.

The Minister for Lands: The man outside
Parliament suffers no disability, becanze this
does not affect him.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: We know that
Ou the other hand, a man may be an ord-
inary member of Parliament to-day and a
Minister of the Crown to-morrow. As an
ordinary member, he may have been a client
of the Agricnltural Bank and secured an ad-
vanee of £1,000 on his holding. If he he-
comes a Minister to-morrow, and should
make application for a further advance, I
am doubtfu! whether any officer of the Agri-
cultural Bank would say te him, “Your pro-
perty does not justify any further advance.”

The Minister for Lands: You kuow no
member of Parliament would do that.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : But the oppor-
tunity would be provided, and we should he
very eareful.

The Premier: Do yon think Pavliament
would stand for action like that?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: How would Par-
liament know?

The Minister for Lands: The pozition
wounld be diseovered.

Hon., C. G. LATHAM: The Minister for
Lands objects to certain individnals becom-
ing common informers. Men become com-
mon informers, otherwise he would not have
voiced his opinion here this evening. There
have heen instanees of men in high positions
in the politienl life of this State having been
prosecuted and seng to gaol. Az a matter
of faet, the Minister said there was no de-
fence by his Government. We know that a
member of Parliament was convicted under
the Flectoral Act, but he was given a King’s

pardon. There was an instance such as 1
‘refer to.
The Minister for Lands: That was a

trivial matter,

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: Never mind: there
was an instance. How many pardons have
been granted to people outside Parliament
for offences they have committed? There is
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a law that members of Parliament sbhouild
be very careful not to violate. It Parlia-
ment is not sound, our laws cannot be
sound. 1 have no feeling in this matter
exeept that I oppose the Bill, and I intend
to oppose the third reading. I shall not
agree to throwing open the Constitution
Act to the extent indicated by the amend-
ing Bill. The speech by the Minister who
moved the second reading made no impres-
sion upon me. The interpretation of the
declaratory Act of the House of Commons
has no applieation to this law. The rami-
fieations of the British Government and the
Western Australian Government ave totally
different, and their eonditions are different.
In this State it is almost a matter of ex-
treme difficulty to determine any avenue
of business in respeet of which there is not
some connection between the Government
and ordinary business interests.
The Premier: The laws are the same.
Hon. C. G. LATHAM : Not exactly. I do
not know what laws the Premier refers to.
The Premier: The law we are deelaring.
Hon. C, G. LATHAM: No. The ques-
tion of transferring money overseas does
not enter into the matter because the Gov-
ernment has to make use of the banks
equally with private individuals if money
is to be sent overseas. I am sorry the Min-
ister raised the issue. While I agree that
members should be accorded a certain
amount of liberty, T am sorry the Minister
for Lands should have described the law
as had because it nrovided a reward for a
common informer. As I said before, if the
law is bad, let us alter it, but while the
law stands as it exists to-day, I will fight
against its removal while I am a member
of this Chamber. T regard the provision
as the only protection the people have, for
it enables one of themselves to put into
operation the section of the Constitution
Act designed to protect the people them-
selves,

THE MINISTER FOR MINES (Hon. A.
H. Panton—Leederville} [9.107: I had not
intended taking part in this debate, hut
T have observed that during the course of
the discussion the real reason for the in-
troduetion of the measure has been lost
sight of. Even though a member of the
Government, I propose to explain my posi-
tion. The reason for the introduction of
the Bill arose from the attack made by the
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member for East Perth (Mr. Hughes) on
your assoeiation, Mr. Speaker, with the
Agricultural Bank. That was the origin
of the legislation and as soon as inquiries
were set on foot it was found that a num-
ber of members in both Houses were in a
similar position.

Hon. C. G. Latham: It was not intended
to apply to Mr. Speaker only.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: 1 have
just mentioned that the attack made upon
Mr. Speaker and his alleged association
with the Agrieultural Bank was the reason
for the Bill being introdueed and that from
inquiries made, it seemed that a number of
members of both branches of the Legisla-
ture were in much the same position. In
order to clear up the matter, the Bill was
inirodueed. During the course of the de-
bate, however, the whole question has
swung across to the Government side of
the House and the suggestion now seems
to be that it is to protect members on the
Government side of the House that the
Bill has been introduced. I say candidly
that for every man on the Government
side of the House who finds himself in
such a position, there are ten on the other
side.

Hon. C. G. Latham: There are not so
very many.

The MINISTER FOR MINLS: I tell
the House frankly that I hope this Bill
will be defeated. I tell the Premier that
I am prepared to see it defeated, for it
does not eoncern anyone on this side of the
House.

Hon. C. G. Latham: We will show you
where we are.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: If this
legislation is for members on the one side
of the House, and for you, Mr. Speaker,
I am not going to aceept the responsibility
of supporting it. I can quite imagine what
will happen. A pamphlet from the Demo-
eratic League was put into my box a fort-
night ago and I presume another one will
be put there a forinight hence. I
understand it is published every month.
I ecan visualise the heading ‘“Will.
cock, Panton & Co. pass law for the
purpose of assisting themselves from Trea-
sury funds.” Cannot members imagine that
happening? There will be no hesitation at
all about it. Talk about getting low down to
things! I may be doing that, but I
certainly am not low down enough io
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descend to that sort of thing, I will
not place anyone in that position. Irre-
speetive of whether the Bill is a Gov-
ernment measure or not, that is the posi-
tion we are faced with in eonsequence of the
trend of the debate. The whole question
arises as to whether this has been done de-
liberately or not. Now we find the debate
has all swung back on to the Labour Party,
and I ean see what it means. The manner
in which the debate has been swung back on
to the Labour Party is rotten, and this sort
of thing will veact between now and the next
election.

Mr. Needham: Assisted by the Leader of
the Opposition,

Hon. C. G. Latham: I have not supported
it and will never support it.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: If I
choose to be as low down in my attitude as
some members of this House, I eonld name
some members of another place who will say
that even this Bill is not wide enough to
cover what has been done in some instances.
The member for East Perth (Mr. Hughes)
did not mention that. For those members it
is all right, but it does not matter what any-
one else does. One thing that I bave learnt
during my experience of public life is that
some men cah do what they like and get
away with it, but they are not Labour men.

The Minister,for Lands: No, bat they have
a good Press.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: I say o
the Labour Party and to my Leader on the
Treasury bench that Labour members have
been put in a rotten position in connection
with the Bill. The Minister has rightly de-
fended it, but the debate has swung right
back until it is now directed against the
Government, and the Labour Government
and the Labour movement have beewn placed
in a most invidious position. I am not pre-
pared to go out of this House with the
stigma that is going to be placed upon ug as
the result of the voting on this Bill. Mem-
bers opposite have heen deliberately and
decidedly unfair. They knew just as well
as T and the Government that when the Bill
was brought down it was infroduced for the
sole purpose of clarifying the poesition par-
ticularly of those associated with the Agri-
cultural Bank, TFor that purpose and no
other the Bill was introduced.

Hon. C. G. Latham: We tried to amend
it so that-—— o
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The MINISTER FOR MINES: You tried
to amend it! The hon. member was told by
the Chairman of Committecs that if the
word was struck out the amendment could
not be nceepted hecause it was against the
Standing Orders. The hon, member was
told that, vet he voted on party lines for the
words to be struek out. Members opposite,
who were more concerned with the elarifiea-
tion of their position and their assoeiation
with the Agricultural Bank than anyhody on
thiz side of the House, deliberately spoke
and voted in a way that put the Government
in a most invidious position. I do not intend
to be faced with that position without a
protest. Whether or not I am, as the mem-
ber for East Perth said, as fow as I can
possibly get, T am man enough to stand up
for what I believe is right, and T am not
going to have wmy reputation hesmirched by
men of his type. [ am not prepaved to
allow this Bill to go thvough and to have a
stigma placed on this side of the House.

On motion by the Premier debate ad-
Journed.

BILL—WHEAT PRODUCTS (PRICES
FIXATION).

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the previous day.

HON. C. G. LATEAM (York) [9.18]:
The Minister explained the Bill very fully
last night. With him I regret the necessity
for legislation of this kind. To-day the
price of wheat on a 4d. freight basis was
quoted at 1s. 9%d, bulk and 1s. 10%4d.
bagged. In view of those prices, one vea-
lises the diffieulty with which farmers are
Eaced in brying to make ends meet. When
we consider that nearly half the wheat is
produced ountside of the 4d. freight basis, we
vealise that the amount the farmer receives
is proportionately reduced. The Bill pro-
vides one method by which some little assist-
anee ean be given to the wheatgrower. All
it does, as the Minister pointed out, is to
enable the Government to appoint a com-
mittee to fix a price for flour, with a mini-
mum of £1} per ton and a maximum of £13
105. The complementary legislation neces-
sary to enable the money to he collested will
have to be introduced by the Federal Gov-
ernment. I understand that until each State
Parliament passes legiglation of this deserip-
tion nothing ean or will be done by the
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Federal Government, In some States
legislation has already been passed, and in
other States it is nearing completion. Ours
is one of the last States to introduce the
Bill. That is due to the fact that the
Minister had to travel back to Western Aus-
tralin from the conference over a long dis-
tance, whereas the representatives of the
other States could return home in a few
hours.

The Premier: They had a week’s start of
us.

Hou. C. G. LATHAM : That is so. While
the Bill provides something for the farmers,
I agree with the Minister that the provision
is not adequate. It does not provide any-
thing for those men who have suffered from
drought—and there is quite a number of
them in this State—to carry on their opera-
tions. I notiee that in Victoria a Bill has been
introduced to provide for £500,000 to be
distributed amongst 2,300 farmers. I regret
to sav that the number that will require as-
sistance in this State will be mueh greater.
T agree with the Minister that something
should be done to assist those who have suf-
fered from the abnormally low rainfal that
the State has experienced. Particularly is
assistance necessary in a State like this which
has such a small population. T agree with
the Minister that our financial position does
not enable us to do verv much and that the
Federal Government should aceept some re-
sponsibility. In nearly every wheat-pro-
ducing counfry in the world, including
Canada and America, the National Govern-
ment has rendeved assistance to the wheat-
grower. In vears gone by, as a result of low
prices, the Federal Government was some-
whant genevous—though not over-gencrous—
in finding sums of money to assist wheat-
growers who had suffered because of low
prices. This year it seems that all the
money the Federal Government can get hold
of will he used for defence purposes.

Mr. Sleeman: The Federal Government is
a Country Party Government.

Hon. C. ¢, LATHAM: I admit that de-
fence is a very important matter, but so is
the agricultural industry important. Unless
we look after our industries, there will he
very little to defend. The member for Fre-
mantle interjected that he thought the
Fedeval Government was a Country Parby
Government. T can assure him that the
Country Party has less vepresentation in the
Pederal House than has any other party.
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Therefore 1t has to depend on those that will
give it support. I hope the hon. member
will ask the Leader of the Federal Opposi-
tion to support the Country Party in the
Federal Hounse because I believe that with
the aid of the Labour Party we may be able
to get some assistance.

Mr. Sleeman: It looks to me as if this is
going to be a family man’s taxation Bill.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: One advantage
that the family man has over the farmer is
that if there is an inecrease in the cost of
living the worker can obtain some henefit
from the guarterly adjustment, whereas the
farmer has no adjustment. The hon. mem-
ber knows that the Arbitration Court takes
into acconnt the eost of living in fixing the
basic wage, and he ecan thank this side of
the House for that quarterly adjustment.
Previously the adjustment was annual. I
hope he will give us credit for the improve-
ment.

Mr. Sleeman: You said that the National
Governments in other countries went to the
assistance of the farmers, Why has the
National Government here not done so?

L]

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: In those countries
there is no Labour Party of any strength,
but in Australin there iz a very strong
Lahour Party that sees only the point of
view of the industrialists and not that of
the agrieulturists. The Bill is a simple mea-
sare. Jt conforms to similar Bills intro-
duced in the Bastern States. Y have had an
opportunity of perusing three of those
Bills, and while the phraseology is not iden-
tieal in all enses, the principles are identi-
cal, and the clavses that provide for the fixa-
tion of priees are almost word for word the
samte. I regret the nceessity for this legis-
lation, T have no pleasure in supporting
it and T am sure the Minister had no plea-
sure in introducing it, but I think the House
will realise that something must be done
to assist the wheatgrowers. If they are not
asvisted, they will have to join the ranks of
those that are to-day secking employment
_in some other avenue. That weunld be a very
serious matter. The members representing
the goldficlds avea realise that the greatest
competition faced by workers on the gold-
ficlds comes from the farmers and the sons
of farmers who have had to leave their bold-
ings beeause their work has been unremune-
rative.  We desire to keep these men on
the land, but we cannot keep them there with
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wheat at its present price unless other as-
sistance is afforded them.

The Federal Government should realise
that the agrieulturist and the gold producer,
and those men that are produecing goods
for overseas, are the only people that are
providing overseas eredit. Support is given
to secondary industries by way of tariffs and
some compensation should be given to people
engaged in primary produetion. As the
caring of those engaged in secondary indus-
tries is the responsibility of the Federal Go-
vernment, so should it be the business of the
Federal Government to look after those oe-
cupied in primary prodnction. The House
will agree that there is not ome manufac-
tured article we could export that wonld
face competition in other parts of the world.
The only articles which we e¢an place in
compefition with those overseas are our
smrplus wool, wheat and similar commodi-
ties. To ask the primary produecing section
of the eommunity to carry the burden they
are asked to earry and to produce goods for
export overseas is unfair. We will give the
Minister all the support we can to ensure
the passage of the Bill. The drafting of the
Bil! is difficult to understand in parts, hut
it generally foliows the lines of the Eastern
States legislation, and I presume that seri-
ous consideration has heen given fo the
wording by draftsmen in the other States.
Any mistake that occurs will affect all the
States and adjustments will doubtless he
made if pnecessary.

HON. N, EEENAN (Nedlands) [9.27]:

The rvepresentatives of the non-agrienltural
aveas of the State on this side of the House
are only too glad to support the Bill. We
have heard from the Jinister and the
Leader of the Opposition that the amount of
zood the Bill ecan achieve is very limited. On
the face of it, men in neced of sustenance
will get none whatever. I refer to those who
have no erop at all. They will have to de-
pend on charity—perhaps even the eold
charity of the Government-—if they expect
to carry on at all. However, the Bill before
us does provide something of advantage to
the farmer, though it will impose some bur-
den on the ordinary consumer. Fortunately,
that burden, to some extent, will be derived
from the Eastern States. If the proposal
had been counfined to Western Australia it
would have bheen, of course, almost value-
less, buf this State will derive some small
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benefit from the large consumption of wheak
that takes place in the other States.

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: Especially if the
measure is mmade permanent.

Hon. N. KEENAN: If the measure is
really a benefit, it will be of greater advan-
tage if it is permanent. I would like to
express the view of the party with which I
am associated by saying that we desire to
share in the passing of any legislation which
on the face of it appears to offer a possible
remedial measwve to the afflicted wheat-
growers. I can assuve the Minister that we
will do all we ean to facilitate the passing of
the Bill,

MR. BOYLE (Avon) [9.30]: I have plea-
sure in supporting the Bill. It will fix the
price of flour on a fnctuating basis at from
£11 to £13 per ton. The Bill has nothing to
do with the distribution of the money, for
that will be left in the hands of an eguali-
sation committee and will be determmined by
the Federnl legislation. I should like first
to deal with an inoterjection made by the
member for Fremantle (Mr. Sieeman). He
said, “This is taxation of the family man”
Qur policy of protection is a factor which
was dealt with exhaustively by the Wheat
and Flour Industry Commission. In its ve-
port the Commission pointed out that the
wheatgrower had no protection under the
Australian system of tariffs, but that many
other primary products had protection. 1
refer partienlarly to sugar. Presumably the
hon. member is not opposed to the protection
afforded to sugar in Queensland, as a prim-
ary product. I do not know his opinion.

Mr. Sleeman: Why say that if you do not
know?

My. BOYLE: That profection is an im-
post on the family man of about £7,000,000
per annum For the benefit only of Queens-
land. The total that would be raised in Aus-
tralia under this legislation upon 630,000
tons of flour consumed in Australia would
be aproximately £3,250,000 annually, con-
siderably less than half of what is levied
from the Australian public for the upkeep
of the primary industry of Queensland.
The people of Australia have no right to
claim g sweated loaf, a loaf produced from
the wheat of the farmer for & most inade-
quate return. The only man in the whole
=cheme of things who does not receive a fair
deal from the growing of the grain

s ral Government.
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is the farmer. A few days ago T
saw a notice in a shop window in Merredin,
“Bread, cash 4d., delivered 5%d., booked
6d.” That explains the whole thing. At
4d. the baker makes a good profit. I see a
smile on the face of some of the represen-
tatives of hakers in the gallery. When a
flour ov bread Bill comes up for diseussion
they are always on the job. During all
the vears I have fought for the farmer
I have never found a baker or a flour-
miller to stand behind the representatives
of the farmer. In Melbourne, when we
tried to get a better price for wheat,
the President of the Flourmiliers’ Associa-
tion said that if the wheatgrowers received a
fixed price of 3s. a bushel and this meant
an increase in the price of bread, the streets
m Melbourne wonld flow with blood: and
he was smoking a 2s. cigar when he said it.
Under this Bill the difference between
the cost of wheat and the cost of
flour is the sum from which the farmer
will henefit. T hope every effort will
be made to prevent the distribution of
the money as is now proposed by the Fed-
The intention, I wnder-
stand, is to distribute the money on a bushel-
age basis that will infliet great hardship
upon Western Australia and Vietoria. The
farmers on 1,000,000 ont of 3,000,000 acres
in this State will receive little or nothing if
that basis of distribution is adheved to.
Some of our farmers will receive 10s, per
acre on the bounty basis because of their
vields of 20 bushels to the acre, and others
will get a return of npwards of 25 bushels
to the aere. These farmers will receive any-
thing from 10s. to 12s. an acre, while at
least 2,500 farmers will reccive liftle or
nothing. I know the Minister has done his
best, and so I cling to the hope that if is not
too late to effect a change in this regard.

My, Marshall: I understand that the Fed-
eral legislation has not vet been deeided
upon.

Mr, BOYLE : The matter has heen before
the Government, and up to now it has heen
decided to distribute the money on a bushel-
age basis.

My, Marshall : The matter is still in doubt.

Afr. Sewsard: The point was deeided at the
Premiers’ Conference.

Mr, BOYLE: Yes. This is a co-ordinat-
ing Bill. When the States have passed their
legislation the Federal Parliament will put
through an enabling measure, This really
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fixes a home price for wheat in Australia,
but does not help in the production of
wheat for export. Out of an average of
150,000,006 bushels this tax will apply only
to 32,500,000 bushels, which is the equiva-
Jent in wheat of the flour consumed in Auns-
tralia. On the home price basis the wheat-
grower will receive money on only one busbel
out of every five that he grows. Members
need not he disturbed concerning the prodi-
gality of the help that is given to the wheat-
grower, who is producing four bushels in
excess for export. On this excess the Royal
Commission said he had to pay from 64d. to
9d. per bushel for the proteetion of second-
ary industries in Australia. On every bushel
of wheat he produced the extra cost of pro-
duction amounted to 6d. or 9d. per bushel.
Members say we make too much of the tarifi
position on behalf of the grower. The evidence
is against that eontention. The Royal Com-
mission pointed out fhat the extra capital
cost to every wheatgrower in Awustralia
through the incidence of the tariff amonnted
£300 per wheat farm. This is the considered
opinion of the Commission, which was
an excelient one and delivered a monumental
report in 1935,
Mr. North:
amount fo 1s. 64.
Mr. BOYLE: [ am dealing with the find-
ings of the Royal Commission as they relate
to the tariff. The underlying principle of
the Bill, and of the proposed Federal legisla-
tion, is to give the farmers the benefit of a
home price for wheat consumed as flour in
Australia. The authorifies have overlooked
the 6,000,000 bushels which the wheatgrower
provides for stock and for the poultry
industry. The  wheatgrower  produces
6,000,000 bushels of wheat a year withoui
any protection, but he sells it for what he
can get, or at export rates, to the ponltry
and stock-raising industries of the Common-
wealth. That is equivalent to £300,000 a
vear which the Australian grower provides
for the maintenance of these industries. The
Bill lays down that this shall not be inter-
fered with. The measure is not a prodigal
one, nor does it provide a just equation when
it lays down only a home price for flour. We
are not complaining, but we do not say that
the Federal Government should charge a
home price to the pouliry raisers. We rea-
lise, however, we would be penalising another
section of primary industry if we asked for

that.

And the interest charges
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Mr, Marshall: If you had to export that
wheat, would you get as good a priee for it?

Mr. BOYLE: Of course we would.

Mr. Marshall: But no better.

Mr. BOYLE: No.

Mr. Marshall: So that you have a ready
market heve for it.

Mr. BOYLE: Tt is no more a ready market
than if we had to export it.

Mr. Marshall: But you would not get a
hetter price if you did.

Mr. BOYLE: No, Nevertheless we are
subsidising the poultry industry of Aus-
tralia.

Mr. Marshall: It is subsidising your mar-
ket.

Mr. BOYLE: Suppose that industry had
to import its own wheat, the tariff would be
at the rate of 1s. 1d. per bushel.

Mr. Marshall: But you have the market
here now.

Mr. BOYLE: It is of no advantage to
the grower, becanse he could ship the wheat
away at the price he now gets for it. The
wheat industry iz a home industry, just as
is the flour industry.

Mr. Marshall: Do you think an additional
6,000,000 bushels sapplied to an alveady
ghatted world market would make any differ-
ence to it?

My, BOYLE: At 1s. 9. a bushel I sup-
pose it would make but little difference. On
the 2nd Mareh, 1933, a conference was con-
vened by the Federal Government to deal
with the question. Tt was a representative
conference and consisted of growers, buyers
and shippers and millers. It passed a reso-
lution which is practieally embodied in this
Bill, namely—

That this conference recommends a flour
sales tax to provide a fund to assist the grow-
ers, or as an alternative to raise the rate of
exchange so as to seenre for the growers 3s,
per hushel net.

What the wheatgrowers carried was & reso-
lution of which the Federal Government took
no notice, though it provided the solution of
the problem for growers. The Minister for
Lands referved to this when he said he pro-
posed a price of 3s. 104. f.o.b. or 3s. 4d. ot
sidings. It is precisely what was agreed to
at the 1933 conference. The growers agreed
then that the Federal Government should take
over all the wheat direct from the growers
on the basis of 3s. 4d, per bushel net at
eountry sidings, equal ta 3s. 10d. at ports.
That is the only solution, and weuld be the
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ultimate salvation of the wheatgrowing in-
dustrv. It would mean a restriction in acre-
age, but that must eome. FEvery bushel of
wheat in Australia is grown under exacting
tariff conditions, and the only selution would
he the purchase of the whale crop by the
Federal Government, The member for Mur-
chison would say that was socialism.

Mr. Marshall: I would not comment wpon
that.

Mr. BOYLE: If that is socialism, [ am
prepared to be a socialist. I seec no future
for the industry in any other direction. Let
us look at the pesition of the familvy man.
What does the family man zet back from the
industry? In Western Anstralia he receives
£600,000 per annum by way of railway
freights on wheat. He gets £100,000 back
hy way of freights on superphosphate and
he gets at least another £100,000 in other
freizhts—a total of £800,000 that is distri-
buted. I was speaking to Mr, Beasley in
Sydney and I acknowledge that we have had
a good deal of help and advice from him, but
unfortunately it did not materialise on the
floor of the Federal Parliament, where Mr.
Beasley said he would give support to the
Bill.

Mr. Sleeman: You did nof doubt him.

Mr. BOYLE: No, hecanse I knew he was
in earnest. The ounly matier I complain
ahout is that he did not diseuss it on the
floor of the House. ¥May T ask the member
for Fremantle what would happen to his 400
or 500 lumpers if no wheat were going to his
port? One can scarcely visualise the posi-
fion. I ask the House to he fair and when
we request this particular help, I do not
consider that the argument that we are get-
ting it all can carry any weight. I need
only point out that this vear alone it will
require no fewer than 150 vessels to ship the
wheat from the ports of Australia, The in-
dustry is the largest employver of labour in
the Commonwealth,

My, Marshall: T will back the zold mining
industry against it

Hon, P. D Ferguson: The gold mining in-
dustry in Western Australia alone?

Mr. BOYLE: I have no intention of pur-
suing the matter Ffurther hevond commend-
ing the Government For the action that was
taken so promptly and so thoroughly in this
regard. The Minister for Lands did his job
well indeed. So far as T know he repre-
sented our case very well,
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Mr. Marshall: He always does, but you
do not always appreciate if.

Ar. Sleeman: FEverything yon have had
has been given to you hy the Labour Gov-
ernment.  You have said so.

Mr. BOYLE : Xo, the hon. member said so.

Mr. Sleeman: I wil{ read to you what you
zaid.

Al BOYLE: I have always given c¢redit
where evedit has been due, both inside and
outside the House, but ILahour has not
always given me evervthing 1 wanted for my
people.  Unfovrtunately since I have been a
menther of this House, Labour must have
been in reverse because many things have
heen asked for that have not been granted.
1 have pleasure in supporting the Bill.

ME. MARSHALL (Murchison) [9.50]:
If the Bill were to do exactly what members
opposite believe it will do, not one member
would hesitate to sapport it; that is, if the
Bill has been ostensibly moved te assist the
farmer. We have not had any time to give
consideration to the Bill. I was desirous of
knowing exactly what was behind it and for
the purpose of learning all I conld about it,
I sat hehind the Minister while he was mov-
ing the second reading last night. Apart
from giving us the detailed wheat yields and
the fluctnations of prices over a period of
vears, he then briefly stated that a commit-
toe was to be formed fo fix prices, both
maximum and minimum for flour and by-
products.  That was abont the extent of
what T learned. What does the Bill really
propose to do? Tt merely states that power
will be eiven to establish a eommittee that
will have authority to regulate prices.

The Premier: With the eonsent of the

Minister.

Mr. MARSHALL: I do not care whether
the consent of the Minister is there or not.
That is all the Bill will do. We do not know
what the farmers are going to receive or on
what basis money will be paid fo them. We
do not know another solitary thing about if.
In other words, we intend to impose a tax
on the consumer and we will hand over to
the Federal Government a blank cheque,

Mr. Boyle: That is wreng.

Mr. MARSHALL: Will the hon. member
state where I am wrong¥

Mr. Boyle: Where is the blank cheque?
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Mr. MARSHALL: We give the Com-
mittec the right to regulate and econfrol
prices within limits set ont in the Bill.

Mr. Patrick: That is as far as the State
Parliament ean go.

Mr. MARSHALL: Yes, we hand over a
hlavk cheque.

Mr. Patrick: The Federal Government
will have to introduce legislation as well.

Mr. MARSHALL: I thought I would have
got some information from the member for
Avon whom I look upon as an authority. He
has had long experience of the tribulations
and trials of farmers. The hon. member said
that the price would be hased upon the
bushel, hut he conld not vouech for it. I
will summarise the measure by saying that
it is merely a Bill of deception and that we
are leading the poor unforiunate farmers to
believe that we are going to give them
material assistance. 'We are really giving
them 6d. a bushel

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: No, 4s. 104.

Mr. MARSHALL: What is the actual
price of producing a bushel of wheat?

Member: About 3s.

Mr. MARSHALL: And the present price
of wheat is 1s. 9d. Thus he will get an addi-
tiona! 6d. which will bring the figure to
2s. 3d. If he receives 2s. 3d. he will still be
4. hehind the actual cost of production.
The position as I see it is that the people
who will profit by the Bill are the bankers
and those who have mortgages over the
farmers. This is merely a matter of stahilis-
ing the farmer’s debts, and the farmer is he-
ing Ted to believe that the measure will do
him some good. Really it will prolong his
agony. If we are to bleed the community
white let ns do it properly. We have no
right to deceive the unfortunate farmers.
For vears they have struggled and we have
alleviated their position and led them to be-
lieve all the time that ultimately they wonld
be rehabilitated. The Bill will not rehabili-
tate them; it is only for the benefit of those
who hold the farmers in the palms of their
hands.

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: The Agrienltural
Bank halds about half of them.

Mr. MARSHALL: T wish it clearly to be
understood that the farmer will not benefit
by the measure; he will still prodnee wheat
at a loss, How long can the indnstry retain

-jts position if it is to continue to produce
wheat at a loss. As I said, why prolong the
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agony because the crash must nltimately
come? We are going to say to the farmer,
“Weo know you ecannot continue to pro-
duce wheat at a loss, but we will assist
you to continue to produce it at a
loss a litlle longer in the hope that
somewhere, some day, and somehow, your
position  will be improved.” That is
the position as I see it and I suggest
that behind the Bill are those to whom
money is owing. It is not introduced to
assist farmers and we are not sincere and
conscientions. When wheat was 11s. a
bushel bread was no more than 64. per
loaf.

My, Patrick: When was it 11s.9

Mr. MARSHALL: It was 11s. abroad
and 9s5. here. The farmers were cheated
out of 2s. a bushel during the war period.
When the farmers were receiving 9s. in
this State bread was Gd., and now we are
making a poor attempt to give him 4s. 8d.
or 4a. 10s. when really he will get nothieg
of the kind. If we are desirous of doing
anything for the farmer, if the industry
is worth stabilising, let us make a sacrifice
and do the job thoroughly.

Member: The price of wheat had no
effect on the price of bread at the time
you speak of.

Mr. Boyle: Tt eosts 114d. to deliver a
loaf.

My, MARSITALL: T would not doubt
that because the distribution of all our
products 1s over-capitalised.

My, Sleeman: Where does if cost 134d.
te deliver a loaf of bread?

Mr. MARSHALL: Whatever the cosi the
effect is obvious. Bread fo-day iz within
a halfpenny or one penny of the price it
was when wheat was 9s. per bushel: and
vet wheat has been sold, I understand, at
1s. 9d. per bushel. Someone is making a
huge profit out of wheat and its by-pro-
duets to-day. I am not prepared to say
who it is, but T do know that the distri-
bution of all our commodities is well over-
capitalised. We have that state of things
in the bakery, the butchery, the grocery and
every other line of business. There is the
desire to overlap. We find bakers running
from Fremantle to Perth, and Perth bak-
ers running to Fremantle, with the result
of additional overloading, the added cost
going on to the price paid by the consumer.
YWe shall have these schemes as long as we
permit them to continue. If we tackled the
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broblem at that end, we might do some
good, We might even assist the farmer
to get a price somewhere near the cost of
produetion.

I wish to draw attention to another fea-
fure. It is continually argued that wheat
is one of the products that keep our over-
seas debt somewhaf stabilised. I agree
with that view. 1We owe huge sums of
money, especially in England; to a lesser
degree, I believe, in America. I am speak-
ing Commonwealth-wide now.

Mr. Seward: Half in cach, pretty nearly.

My, MARSHALL: I would think it was
a little more in England.

Mr. North: Much more in England.

Mr. MARSHALL: I think, pearly twice
as much in England as in America. How-
ever, I am not prepared to argue the gues-
tion. My desire is to emphasise that when
we borrow in those countries, actual money
is not issued to us. We are obliged to take
goods. The lenders give eredit for the
amount of the loan, and for that we are
obliged to take goods. Yet when we wish
to repay, the lenders will not take our
zoods in exchange, hut demand actual eash,

The invidious feature of the situation is
that these people control the money market,
and also control commodity prices. We can
strugele till the last drop of lifebloed is
gone in attempting to send sufficient com-
modities to those ereditor countries, in the
endeavour to liquidate our debts to them.
We shall only cause our ereditors to lower
the prices of the goods we have to sell. We
shall never get out of debt. We should say
to those oversea lenders, “You gave us cre-
dit, and we aecepted commodities instead of
cash. We will pay in the same way. If
vou are dissatisfied, vou ean be dissatisfied
as other creditors are and do without pay-

_ment altogether.” The posifion would he far

different if we could regulate prices. but
the very people to whom we owe money are
the people who regulate prices. They en-
sire, by manipulating money, that we shall
mnever get snfficient for our commodities to
enable us fo repay onr debts.

I want to tell the farmers of Western
Australia that if T eould see the Bill was
going to be of material or even slight bene-
fit to them, T would do as hon. members op-
posite me are doing, accept it with both
hands. But the Bill is a delusion and a
deception, Under it the unfortunate far-
mer will merely have to struggle on for
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years and years, unless of course as the
result of commercial rivalry and of the in-
tense hatred between nations another war
can he provoked, and thus commodity prices
be forced up. Otherwise our farmers will
remain in the same deplorable circumstances
as cxist to-day. Has not that always been
the farmer's lot? Yet we allow him to be-
lieve that he is to get something out of the
Bill. In reality, all that will happen is that
a little will be paid off his debt. As soon as
it appears that he is likely to get out of debt,
down will go the price of his ecommodity.
The farmer will never get ont of the lend-
er’s clutches. And that is what we are at-
fempting to achieve by a measure of this
kind.

I do not know what the Minister has to
say as to price fixing. He has not said whe-
ther there will be power to fix the price of
bread. T assume that is so, because bread
is a wheat product. Neither did the Minis-
ter indieate that there would be a direction
from the Government to bring the present
priee of hread, having regard to the price
of wheat, into conformity with the price of
bread prevailing when wheat was 9s. per
bushel. TIf that could be done, the price
payable to the farmer for his wheat eould
be inereased materially without the consumer
sufiering. I do not know what the Minis-
ter has in mind. I deliberatcly sat hehind
him with the sole intention of getting a full
digest of what is aetually and really pro-
posed. The Bill is extremely vagune. It
merely gives power to establish a committee,
and that commiftee will be cmpowered to
fix prieces within limits. I tell the farmers
of Western Australia that I fail to see how
the Bill will do them one iota of good. As
a resulf of this measure, the farmers will
not he able to get one additional penny’s
worth of elothing or hoots or shoes or any
other necessity, because the amount which
will be subseribed is bound te go either into
the banks or to those holding mortgages over
farming properties. Some little part of the
debts owing will be lignidated. When there
is a prospect of the farmers’ finally liquidat-
ing their accounts, the prices of their com-
moditics will be further reduced by those
controlling world's parity prices. The Bill
being altogether indefinite, I am not pre-
pared to vote for it. I am nof too surc hut
that the consuming public will have to pay;
and if that is so, we shall again meet that
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mvidions anomaly that the the
family the greater the tax.

Mr. Boyle: That applies to everything.

Mr, MARSHALL: But we do not stand
for that.

Mr. Boyle: We do not agree with it, but
we tolerate it.

Mr. MARSHALL: 1 am not prepared to
support the sugar combine, for instance, any
more than I am prepared to support the
tobacco combine. These combines are none
of them beneficial, or very fow of them arve.
1 suggest that any monopolies outside State
monopolics are extremely harmful to society.
If the Bill passes, the farmer’s unfortunate
wife will not have one more shilling in her
purse to spend on urgent nceessities. The
money will merely go to stabilise the debt
system, So far as it does that, I object to
it. If our farmers are to be ultimately
crushed, we may as well erush them now
instead of projonging their misery for a
fow years and explaining to them, ‘“\We
bave failed, and you are done.’’

1 wish to reply to statements made by
the member for Avon {Mr, Boyle). To a
great extent those statements are true. But
bere is their remarkable aspect. In my
electorate there are squatters who have put
thousands of pounds and years of labour
into properties, and have lost everything.
Some of them who fermerly had thousands
of sheep, now number them by hundreds.
The State is not doing anything for those
squatters. It is trune that DParliament has
relieved them of payment of their annual
rents, but nothing more. Is not the waol
industry of some importance? Is it not
valuable to the State? Take the gold in-
dustry. I have seen one mine after an-
other closed down. DMiners struggle to es-
tablish homes of their own, spending bun-
dreds of pounds in the effort. Then the
mine closes down. The miner locks the
door and walks out, leaving the home to the
aborigines. \Vith the miner go his unfor-
tunate wife and children. When fortune
smiles upon the father, they get another
home. No one helps those people. On the
other hand, wheat farmers are either for-
tunate or unfortunate in having in this
Chamber representatives who eontinue to
plead on their behalf and who support such
a Bill as this, leading the farmers to be-
lieve that they will derive some benefit
from it. That beneflt the poor unfortunate
wretches can never get. We may as well

greater
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tell the truth now, Otherwise we shall
bhave to tell it in later years. The Bill
merely stabilises debts, Dave and Dad
won’t get another pipeful of {obacco out of
the Bill, nor will Mabel or Mum get an-
other dress. The ereditors will get every
penny. The farmer will still have to go
on producing wheat at a loss. Thevefore I
refuse to support the Bill

MR. PATRICK (Greenough) [10.13]:
There is one point with whieh I think the
Minister might have dealt, and which must
have been diseussed at the conference be-
tween representatives of the States and
the Federal people. That is what amount
it wounld add to the bushel of wheat if
the subsidy were paid on the bushel basis.
I have heard the amount mentioned as
somewhere in the neighbourhood of 6d., but
the point is that, probably sinee the return
was made up, there has been a big falling-
off in the estimate of the probable produe-
tion of wheat in Australia. The estimate
is now down 537,000,000 bushels, and {he
export would not be more than 80,000.000

‘bushels, which, at 4s. 8d. a bushel home

consumption, would pay at least 9d. per
bushel, In that case, owing to the heavy
reduetion in the Australian cvop for this
vear, it might still be possible to pay some-
where in the neighbourhood of 3d. or 6d.
per bushel and yet have a large amount
available for distribution among farmers
who have no crop. We know the position
in regard to wheat this vear is that p.ri-f-vs
have fallen largely owing to the competition
of the United States, Canada, the Argentine,
and Australia for the limited quantity of
wheat to be purchased by importing
countries. The countries named, by com-
peting amongst themselves, are actually
forcing down the price in order to get
sales. As I have frequently econtended
hefore, thers is no sneh thing as a world-
price for wheat. If the Australian grower
received the price which France and Russia
are receiving to-day from the British Empire,
he wonld not get 1s. 94, but only 1s. 3d.
a bushel. That iz on the basis of sales re-
céntly made by France. The trouble, as T
see it this year, is that the exporting coun-
tries will have a very large surplus of un-
wanted wheat. It is not a matter of selling
the whole of our wheat produection at 1s.
9d. a bushel; it is a matter of selling a large
proportion of it at any price at all, because
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thiz year the qoantity of wheat on the market
is over 500,000,000 bushels in excess of the
quantity last vear. Last year the guantity
was little more than sufficient for the world’s
consumption. Those four countries have to
carry over, somehow or other, 500,000,000
bushelzs into next yesr. The Minister has
pointed ont that almost every country. except
Anstralia, has a guarvanteed price of some
sort. The importing countries also have a
cnaranteed price for the farmer. Great
Britain has an elaborate scheme; there the
guaranteed price is 46s. per quarter, or Js.
7144, per bushel. Great Britain has over
100.000 yegistered growers. and payments on
flonr ave eollected from over 2,000 millers.
The levy is very high when world prices are
low, but it disappears when world prices
reach the guavanteed price of 45s. a quarfer.
For instance, the amount varied from
£7,200,000 in 1933 to £1,300,000 last year.
I think it is time the Australian Government
evolved a long range poliey of equalization
on those lines. Some basic price should be
fixed on what is considered to be a profitable
price to grow wheat. Operations should he
carried on in the same way as are the opera-
tions in sngar, over a series of vears. We
all know that if it were not for the fact that
sugar was specially vontrolled, its price in
the Anstralinn market would be 1d. to 114d.
per lh., instead of 5d. or 6d. per 1b.; and
sugar is not nearly so important in Aus-
“tralian economy as is wheat.

This year the position in Western Austra-
}a is mueh more serious than it was in 1930,
as the average vield was then 13.5 bushels to
the acre. This year the average mayx he
cight bushels. In 1930, owing to the low
prier. a fairly sobstantial bonns was paid.
Tn that vear every farmer, with tho high ave-
rage vield eollected some of the Federal honus.
This wvear hundreds of farmers will draw
nothing from the home consumption priece
scheme, as they have no wheat. That is
why T raised the point that, owing to the
low production of wheat in Australia tlis
year, the amonnt available would probahly
be considerably more than the estimate of 6d.
z bushel, and there would be a large sum
available to assist farmers who had no wheat
at all.  No doubf, as the Minister has stated,
the Federal Government should supplement
the present scheme to assist drought- and
pest-stricken settlers. This year we should
have the assistanee of Vietoria, which has
had a bad season. In ordinary vears, we
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might not have had the assistance of other
States; but this vear we should have the
assistance of Vietoria. We are worse off
than is Vietoria. While Vietoria has had
one bad year, many of our farmers have had
a tan of disastrons seasons for four conseen-
{ive vears.

It is time the public realised, as the mem-
her for Avon mentioned, the enormous bene-
fit that the wheat industry has been to the
State in providing work. In 1930, out of
the low price received, £1,588,000 went to the
community for rail and handling eharges.
That represents 25 per cent. of the price
that the farmer received that year. Last
vear, as I pointed oat some time ago, the
incereased revenne of the railways was mainly
dne to the increase in the wheat yield. I
also pointed out previously that the price of
wheat has little or no effect upon the price
of bread. T said that if the farmer gave his
wheat to the miller and the baker, then ge-
cording to their estimates of produetion
costs, hread would &till he in the neighbour-
hood of 44, a loaf, It is necessary only to
cive a few instances. The figures I am quot-
ing were prepared by the Government Stat-
istician, In 1921, when wheat was 7s. 4d. a
bushel and flonr £19 17=, 8d. a ton, bread
was 6d. a loaf. The maximum price that the
Bill proposes to fix for flour is £13 10s. a
ton. I think bread to-day iz in the neigh-
hourhood of 6d. a loaf, even with flour at
a low priee.

The Premier: The price is 5%%4d. a loaf.

Mr, PATRICK: In 1925 and 1926, when
wheat was 6s. 1d. and 6s. 3¥41d. per bushel,
flowr was in the neighbourhood of £16 per
ton, while bread was retailed at 6d. a loaf
Thervefore, we cannot say that the fization
of a maximuin price of £13 10s. per ton for
flour will have any great effeet on the retail
price of bread.

Mr. Marshall: Whenever we try to fix
prices, you people oppose us.

Mr. PATRICK: You will have the oppor-
tunity of fixing the price of hread under this
Bill. I am supporting the Bill as some ac-
knowledgment that the farmer is entitled to a
little consideration in a highly protected
econntry. The only point on which I em
doubtful is whether, under present world
conditions, the bonus—if paid to the farmer
—may nof be nltimately nsed to force down
the priee of wheat, owing to the severe eom-
petition with which we arve faced. That,
however, i3 a matter which we cannot teke
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into consideration. Ay view is that we
should adopt a leng-range policy for wheat,
Jjust as we have done for sugar. In the eir-
cumstances, as the Bill will econfer some
benefit on the favmer, I intend to support it.

MR. SLEEMAN (Fremantle) [10.23]: I
would not have risen to speak Lo the Bill
bad it not been that the memher for Avon
(Mr. Boyle) got quite hot under the collar
because of an objection raised by me earlier
in the evening,

Mr. Boyle: T am quile cool now.

Mr. SLEEMAN: He said that we had ne
friends of the farmer on this side of the
House. I told the member for Avon, by way
of interjection, that everyithing the farmer
now has that is worth anything at all was
given to him by the Labour Government.
There is no doubt that the farmers will be
looked after by the members of the Labour
Government. They will receive more eon-
sideration from us than they will get from
the Federa! Country Party,

Mr. Boyle: Tz that why¥ you are opposing
the Bill?

Mr. SLEEMAN: I am not opposing it
merely for the sake of opposing it, but be-
caunse I think the farmer should have been
assisted in another way, Fe should have
been helped by his so-called friends who
have the power to assist him. While the
farmers are crying ont for assistance, we
find their so-called friends talk of spending
£11,000,000 on one battleship. Yet they have
not a few pounds to help the suffering farm-
ers of Western Australia, Vietoria and the
other States. I think it would be
much more to the credit of those so-called
friends if, instead of spending £11,000,00¢
on a hattleship, they came to the assistance
of the farmer and did not pass the cost
of that assistance on to the consumer.

Mr. Boyle: The consumer will have to pay
the £11,000,000 for the battleship.

Mr. SLEEMAN: The member for Avon
said that the lumpers would be affected if
the Bill did not go through. The lumpers
would have been as well off under a bounty,
as they would be under the provisions of
the Bill. No attempt was made fo get the
dust ont of the bulk wheat. The money for
the farmer should be provided by the proper
aunthority, the Commonwealth Government.
1 agree with the member for Nedlands (Hon.
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N. Keenan) who earlier in the sessiqn,
when speaking on this subject, said—

Two methods arc suggested for arriving at
that result.

That is, to assist the farmer.

One is by the grant of a bonus of sufficient
amount to pay to the grower in respeet of
each bushel of wheat which he grows a sum
that will at any rate cover him from any loss
in growing that wheat. The other method is
by from time to time DLringing into existence
& home price for wheat,

I believe that is so. It would have been
infinitely preferable had the Commonwealth
Government done its job, instead of expend-
ing money on a battleship.

My, Patrick: The facts arve against you.

Mr. SLEEMAN: I hope someihing will
he done even yet to try to force the Federal
Government to come fo the assistance of the
farmers of Ausiralia.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon
M. F. Troy—Mt. Magnet—in reply) [9.27]:
The member for Murehison (Mr. Marshall)
said he stood behind me and yet did not hear
what I said. I therefore proposc to repeat
it.
Member: Not all of it.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS:
This is what I said—

The Bill before the House is the result of
that agreement, and the Crown Law authori-
ties of all the States have conferred and agreed
upon its main principles, whick I understand
are satisfactory to the Commonwealth Govern-
ment. It empowers the Governor to fix mini-
mum and maximum selling prices for flour and
all wheat products, that is, bread, bran and
pollard and any other declared wheat products.
The Governor in fixing maximum and mini-
mum prices, may fix the price having regard
to certain faetors, but it is provided that he
may not fix a price for ‘“best baker’s flour
at less than £11 per ton or more than £13 10s.
per ton, delivered on the buyer’s premises ab
Perth in bags containing approximately 150
Ibs. in weight. The definition of flour is set
out in the Bill, but does not include any sub-
stance for use as or in the manufacture of
breakfast foods. Wheat for birds and live-
stock is also evempted from the provisions of
the Bill. Neither does the Bill provide for
the fixing of prices for flour or any other sub-
stance sold for export from Australia. To
earry out the intention of the Bill and to ad-
minister its provisions, power is taken for
the appointment of what is termed a ¢*Wheat
Products Prices Committee,’’ which shall con-
gist of a chairman and two wmembers to he
appointed hy the Governor. The board will
have the responsibility of recommending to
the Governor the maximum and minimum

No.
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prices for any wheat commodity in any por-
tion of the State and, for the purpose of ob-
taining the fullest information, will have the
powers of a Royal Commission under the Royal
Commissioners’ Powers Aet, 1802. The prices
fixed may wvary having regard to—
(a) the place of delivery to the buyer;
(b) the loeality of the State in which the
substance is sold or delivered;
{¢) the quantitics in which the substance
is sold;
{d) whether the substance
wholesale or retail;
(o) the nature of the bags, packages or
containers in whieh the substanee is sold;
(f) the quality, grade or variety of the
substanee; and
{g) any other matters or circumstances,
Members may talk about the advisability
of a benus, or express a preference for a
bonus scheme, but unfortunately the Com-
monwealth Government will not take such
action. That Government has definitely said
s0. That is why the States had to get to-
gether and devise a plan.  The member
for Murchizson said the farmer would not
derive one iota of benefit from this legisla-
tion, but that statement was not eorreet.
Wheat will be fixed as though prepaid 4s. 8d.
per bushel at the siding, or the equivalent
free on rail at port, and the difference be-
tween the parity price and 4s. 8d. will be
put into a fund from which the farmers will
be paid a bonus, If that is to be the posi-
tion, how can it be said that the farmers
will not benefit one iota? Does the member
for Murchison know that if we had an aver-
age harvest we would receive £500,00¢ from
the Eastern States consumers? We share
in the pool, the greater proportion of which
money is contributed by the larger popula-
tions of the Eastern States, and I repeat
that if we had an nverage harvest we would
secure a return from them of £500,000. How
can the hon. member’s contention be sup-
ported? Then again, he said we were giving
the Federal Government a blank cheque.
What does he mean by a blank cheque? We
hand over nothing to the Federal Govern-
ment exeept the basis on which it must ope-
rate, and then the Federal Government re-
turns a cheque to the farmers of Western
Australia.
Mr. Patrick:
send us back eash.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
member for Murchison said the Govern-
ment was allowing the farmer to believe that
the legislation would be of some use to him.
The Government is allowing the farmer to

i3 sold by
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believe nothing except that he will get some
return as a result of this legislation, and of
the Commonwealth action that will follow.
‘What exaetly the farmers will receive I do
not know.

Mr. Marshall: That is the point.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: How
could I know? How could anyone else
know, until we ascertain what the harvest
will be and how the equalisation fund will
work out? I stated in the PPress, and I
still think, that this scheme will result in the
farmer receiving 6d. a bushel on the whole
of his saleable erop. The member for Wil-
liams-Narrogin  (Mr. Doney) said that as
the erop was not as good as was expected,
ealenlations would he affected correspond-
ingly. That mayv be so. If the crop is less
than antieipated, then the propertion for
home consamption to the actual crop will
be greater, and it is possible that the far-
mer will get more than 6d. a bushel. I
cannot say exactly, becanse the equalisa-
tion fund has vet to be ereated.

Mr. Seward: Overseas prices will affect
the position.

Mr. Patrick: Do vou think there is any
prospect of portion of the fund being pro-
vided for farmers who have had no erops?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I cannot
say. I advocated that course at the last con-
ference. I disenssed the matter with the
Premier of Vietoria, in which State the
farmers are in a position somewhat similar
to that of Western Australian growers. I
pressed him to seenre a distribution along
those lines, and he agreed to do so. The
Vietorian Government is pressing for the
distribvtion on an acreage basis. Howevar,
I understand another conference is to hbe
held almost immediately to eonsider what
plan shall be adopted. A new situation has
arisen subsequent to the previous confer-
ence in August. The season has since proved
a failure, and the forthecoming conference
will have to determine how this money will
he paid and on what basis. Members know
that T cannot give faets that are not known
to myself. Much as I dislike the method pro-
posed, it is the only one open to us, because
the Commonwealth Government will not
adopt a course similar to that followed by
Administrations in other parts of the world.
Tn those ecireumstances the State Govern-
ments have to face the position as the Com-
monwealth Government will not aet along
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the lines I have indicated. I have explained
my opinion of the Commonwealth Govern-
nment’s atiitnde, and I do not desire to repeat
it. Unfortunately, I do unot believe in the
method proposed for raising the money.
That method resolves itself into the poor
helping the poor, as is the position in most
parts of the world. I would bave preferred
the money to be raised from some other
souree, but the Bill represents the only pro-
position that the Federal Government would
agree to. The member for Murchison gave
us a lecture on economies, but it was all very
futile.  What can we do about it Whai
does he intend to do about it? We
know what has been Fforced upen us.
What can the small population of
Western Anstralia and what can this
Parliament do about it? We know
what happens on the other side of the world,
We know how money is borrowed, aud how
goods eome hack to us. But how ean we
improve the sitnation? We must face the
facts as thev are. While we may not agree
with the proposed method, w= ean do little
clse but adopt the scheme.

Mr., Marshall: In the cavly days men
fought for their rights, and that is more
than we do.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: What
power have we? What conirol have we over
conditions abroad? The only way we could
fight the pesition here would be to impose
heavier faxation on our own people.

Hon. C. G, Latham: And you would get
very little from it.

The MINISTER FOR LAXNDS: U will
be said by members opposite that in this
dark period for the wheatgrowers their com-
modity eannot he sold. There are no buyers
for the wheat in this country,

Hon. C. G. Latham: That is true.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: How can
we adequately meef that situation unless we
propose to tax the people so heavily that
they wonld not agree te such an imposition?
Much as I dislike this legislation, T am
forced to present it in order to alleviate the
situation to some small extent. This is all
that the Commonwealth Government wil! do,

Mr. Sleeman: Can you cxplain why Eng-
land has hought Rumanian wheat instead of
Australian wheat?

Hon. €. G. Latham: How could the Min-
ister be expeeted to explain that?

The MINISTER ¥FOR LANDS: | have
not the explanation in my mind, but how
could we prevent it?
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Hon. C. G. Latham: The probability is
that Britain has guaranteed interest, and
that by this means some return is being
secured.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: 1f Great
Britain buys wheat from Rumania, that is
her business. If we passed a resolution of
protest, would Great Britain bother about
it?

Hon. C. G. Lathani: Perhaps that is the
only way she can get ber interest back.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No
doubt Great Britain could give a very good
reason for the transaction. Members will
recollect that comparatively recently the
Federal Goverminent sent a very important
trade delegation to England, but that delega-
tion returned empty-handed. 1t got nothing,
s0 what could the Legislative Assembly of
Western Australia do? I want to emphasise
the fact that this is the first time a price-
fixing Bill has been introduced.

Mvr, Sleeman: There was one in 1920,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Bnt this
will be permaneunt iegislation,

Mr. Marshail: I hope not. [ hope prices
will he so good in future that this legislation
will not be made permanent,

My, Seward: It will continue on.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Any in-
crease in the price of wheat must affect
the price of flour and bread, I admit; but
the committee to be appointed under the
Bill—which I hope will be a competent
committee—will have to investigate the
facts before agreeing to recommend the
Government to increase the price of either
flour or hread. This measure provides the
first opportunity for any investigation inte
whest prices and produets.

Mr. Sleemnan: Do you intend the measure
to be permanent?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Yes; I
hope that feature will he. The Minister
retains the power to revoke, and so his
hands ave not tied. While the Bill oper-
ates, there will be, for the first time, &
means provided by which an investigation
can be made into prices of wheat and
wheat commodities. I ask hon. members
to vote tor the Bill, because I sce no other
wayv of achieving the object desired.

Hon. C. G. Latham: Leave the matter
open to us, anyway.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: For some
vears T have gone to conferences in Can-
berra, and I have always opposed this way
of raising the money. However, the Fed-
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eral Parliament still resists, still refuses to
take action; and because the plan formu-
lated is the only means of doing anything, I
ask the House to support the Bill,
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Commitiee.
Bill passed through Committec without

debate, reported without amendment, and
the report adopted.

Standing Orders Suspension.

On motion by the Minister for Lands,
resolved—

That so much of the Standing Orders be
snspended as i8 necessary to enable the Bill
to pnss through its third reading stage at this
sitting.

Third Reading.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
M. F. Troy—Mt. Magnet) {10.46]: I move—

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR. SLEEMAN (¥remantte) [1047]:
Betore the Bill goes through I wish to take
the opportunity of saring that it would he
much better if members on both sides here
and also in another place were fo expedite
industrial measures as this Bill has been ex-
pedited to-night. We have shown that we are
out to assist the farmer in every way pos-
sible, and T think we mav expect a little re
ciproeity.

Hon. C. G. Latham : That is not fair to us.

Alr. SLEEMAN: T have not said that
either the Leader of the Opposition or the
member for Avon (Mr. Boyle) has not reei-
procated. However, there are members of
Parliament who are not assisting to put in-
dustrial legislation on the statute-book. T
helieve farming members will agree that the
Labour Government is at all times prepared
to assist the farmers. Tn refurn, may we
expect a little reciprocity when we are try-
ing to get industrial measures through this
place and another Chamber?

MR, MARSHALL (Murchison) [10.48]:
Neither will T delay the passage of the Bill,
but T wish to reply fo the Minister, who
asked what we eould do to eombat obstacles
placed in the way of making some progress
townards the betterment of the farmer. I
suggest that at every possible opportunity
members of the Cabinet who ave speeially
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blest in thai dircction should fight for the
farmer’s betterment. The history of those
who pionecred the Labour movement shows
that the movement began with a group of mew
harassed by police and attacked by the Press
and by all people of importance. Had those
early leaders adopted the attitude that they
could do nothing agsinst such formidable
opponents, we would not be sitting here to-
day. They fought for the cause on the plat-
form and at every possible opportunity.
Thewr voices, weak and humble at the begin-
ning, developed, and right prevailed. I agree
with the Minister’s statement that this Bill
is the only alternative, but I say that the
Government failed to seize opportunities for
fighting the oetopus that compels these ¢om-
positions. The next point is that the Minis-
ter said the farmer will benefit. I contend
that personally the farmer will henefit from
the RBill no more than he benefits now by
an inerease in world’s parity prices. Per-
sonally le does not benefit. The only differ-
enee is in his banking aecount. His liability
is veduced,

Mr. Patrick: His spending power is in-
creased.

Mr. MARSHALL: How mueh would the
hon. member suggest the farmer will have
placed in his pecket for his own personal
usc?

My, Patrick: The Minister gave the total
a little while ago.

Mr. MARSHAILL: Yes, the Minister gave
us more information when he replted than
he did on the seeond reading. He never
mentioned those faets in his second reading
speech. I admit that the Minister, when
he replied, gave me all the information I
was looking for in the first place. I am
thankful for that. I join with the mem-
ber for Fremantle in saying that we bave
to face a ghastly position when we atfempt
to impose any obligation or some imposi-
tion on another scction of the community.
We endeavour to have industrial Bills passed
simply in order to facilitate the operation
of the law. We introduce iachinery mea-
sures to provide for effect to be given to
the inientions of previous Parliaments, but
those measures are objected to and they
receive the order of the political hoot after
having very little consideration or review
in another place. But measures to support
the farmers are passed without demur.

Member: Passed in one hour!
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Mr. MARSHALL: Yes. Bills for the
benefit of the farmer are passed very quick-
ly. We take the same time in passing Bills
for the benefit of farmers as the representa-
tives of farmers in another place take to
throw out industrial Bills.

Mr. Styants: They would throw them
ount here if they had the numbers.

Mr. MARSHALL: Members of the Op-
position are under no obligation to do any-
thing here. They are in the happy posi-
tion of being able to sit quietly and not say
a word. because they know the bills will be
going to their political doom in another
place. I do not like this Bill. I said I would
oppose it, hut, as one Minister has said,
what ean we do against this formidable
crowd

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to
the Couneil.

House adjourned at 10.54 pan.

Tegislative Council,
Thursday, 10th November, 1938.

Questions : State Transport Co-ordination Act, licenses
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Bills: Mines Regulation Act Amendment. report. 2007
Supreme Court Act Amendment, IR " .. 2007
‘Wheat Products (Prices Fixation), 1E. ... w2007
Workers” Compensation Act Amendroent, om, . 2007
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at
4.30 p.m. and read prayers.

QUESTION—STATE TRANSPORT
CO-ORDINATION ACT.
Licenses Granted to Hawkers and Others,

Hon. J. M. DREW asked the Chief
Sceretary: 1, Have any licenses been granted
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under the State Transport Co-ordination
Aet, 1933, to hawkers or other persons for
the transport from or near the coast of
goods for sale within the Cue, Mt, Magnet,
Yalgoo, Black Range, Meckatharra, Wilunu
and Murchison Road Distriets? 2, If so,
what restrictions have been imposed on
licenses? 3, If restrictions have heen im-
posed, what action has been taken to ensure
that they are heing observed? 4, What is
the number of such licenses operating in
respect of cach of the road distriets referred
to?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: 1,
Twenty-two licenses have heen granted for
transport to the districts named of goods
such as radio sets, small lighting plants and
refrigerators, as samples or for demonstra-
tion purposes. Only one license is in force
for the hawking of goods in those districts
{namely, plaster cast ornaments); the load-
ing in that instance is limited te one hun-
dredweight only, additional supplies to he
reiled. 2, Articles carried for demonstration
may he disposed of only in cases of urgeney
or emergency, in which cvent similar articles
must be forwarded by rail to replace those
sold. The object of the condition, where
sales in exceptional eireumstances are per-
mitted, is te aveid giving the vendor any
competitive advantage over local retailers.
3, Lieensees are requived to submit certified
returns showing particulars of the goods
consigned by rail, these returns being ve-
viewed by the board before renewal of
licenses. 4, The liccnses mentioned in the
foregoing are each operative in all the dis-
tricts referred to.

QUESTION—FINANCIAL EMERGENCY
AND HOSPITAL TAXES.
Receipts, Monthly Publication.

Hon. H. SEDDON asked the Chiet
Secretary: 1, What amount was received
during the meonth of October for—(a)
Financial cemergeney tax; (h) Hospital
fund contributions? 2, Will the Minister
se¢c that his promise, madc on the 1%th
October in answer to a question asked hy
me, is earried out? The information regard-
ing financial emergency tax and hospital
fund eontributions was not ineluded in the
published reports for October.

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: T,
{a) £84,351: (h} £19,276, 2, Yes: the in-
formation will be included in the printed
monthly financial statement, which is puh-



